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who taught the ciedo
A well-organized, well-planned, and

well-flown air force attack will constitute an
offensive that cannot be stopped
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FOREWORD

This history seeks to discover and record the mainstream of thought within the
United States Air Force (and its predecessors) concerning the role to be played by
air and aerospace power in a deadly struggle for national survival. It seeks to trace
the development of a theme of institutional thought, describe the organizational
framework in which the thinking took place, and identify individual thinkers and their
ideas, In great measure this chronology is the story of dedicated professional men
who were attempting to discover the capabilities and limitations of new forms of air
and aerospace power and to relate these new characteristics of military power to the
defense of the United States and its national interests, The story begins with the first
heavier-than-air flight in 1903 and closes at the end of 1984. This ending date permits
a coverage of Air Force thinking about counterinsurgency warfare and the military
operations in Southeast Asia.

The existing state of professional historical art does not prowide much guidance
as to the way a history of militaryideas ought to be approached. Edward Mead Earle’s
Makers of Moder Strategy, Military Thought from Machiavelli to Hitler is a
monumental stady of military thinking that is worthy of emulation, but Earle’s volume
is a series of case studies of the ideas of the Great Captains drawn from their formal
writings. The authors in Earle’s book focus attention upon a relatively few mdividuals
and assess their specific contributions to the art and science of warfare. A study of
Air Force thought, on the other hand, involves a consideration of the views of a
substantially large number of men, most of whom did little formal writing. Although
air officers have not been prolific writers, they have expressed their beliefs freely,
especiallybefore congressional committees and commissions. Infact, one may almost
say that the Air Force has developed an oral rather than a written tradition. Speeches,
lectures, and testimony of Air Foree leaders have provided the richest source of data
for this study of the ideas, concepts, and doctrine of the Air Force. Since suchlectures
are considered privileged, quotations from or citations to a National War College,
Army War College, or Air War College lecture have been cleared with the lecturer,
even though they may have been unclassified as to military security, To a man these
lecturers have been generous and enthusiastic in granting approval to quote or cite
their work.

A constant concern in developing the narrative has been the problem of how to
present the matters under consideration in the most meanmgful manner. Since ideas
and concepts are frequently interpretations of facts and not facts themselves, a
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thinker may predict meanings before events transpire or, even more likely, continue
over a period of years to draw interpretative meanings from the factual happenings
of the past. Fundamentally, ideas often Jack a temporal quality, hence a history of
ideas lacks the neatness of a history of past events. It is possible that this history of
ideas, concepts, and doctrine of air power should have been presented as an
anthology of pertinent discourse with accompanying commentary. This technique,
however, would have obscured a proper recognition of the circumstance wherein the
developing Air Force was itself an excellent manifestation of air ideas. The notion of
an anthology was, nevertheless, so persnasive that the author, as often as possible,
has allowed the thinkers to speak for themselves and to work their dialogue into the
narrative, This practice frequently makes for tedious progress when citations are
lengthy, and short quotations run the danger of lifting thoughts out of context. Still,
summarization of a man’s words in contemporary language can easily distort original
meanings. The record will show, for example, that air superiority had different
meanings to different thinkers during the course of Air Force history. As a matter of .
practice, the author has sought to present the story of the way things were and what
men were thinking it a developing time frame, without attempting a high-gloss
interpretation of either the events or the thoughts.

In the course of the unfolding story, the reader will perceive that Air Force thinkers
have seldom addressed themselves to purely theoretical matters but usually have
tended to respond to specific situations. Since the United States has always been a
defense-minded nation, the nature of the hostile threat has been the greatest
stimulant to military thinking., Air Force thinking also has been reactive to the
activities and ideas of other defense services. Thus, it is frequently necessary that
Departments of Defense, Army, and Navy positions and actions be noted in order
that readers may better understand Air Force thinking, The focus of the narrative on
the Air Force dictated that the views of others be presented, but in shorter compass.
Since this procedure inevitably oversimplified the views of the Office of Secretary of
Defense (OSD) and the other services, an informed reader ought to consult the works
of such military thinkers as Generals Matthew B. Ridgway, Maxwell D, Taylor, and .
James M. Gavin, and, certainly, Robert S. McNamara’s The Essence of Security,
Reflections in Office.

xii
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This revised two-volume history is an extended version of Ideas, Concepts,
Doctnine: A History of Basic Thinkang in the United States Air Force, 1907-1964, which
the author completed during 1961-64. This original book was first published in 1971
by the Aerospace Studies Institute, Air University, in a two-volume format; it was
reprinted in 1974 as a single volume in the numbered-text series of the Air University
as AU-19, In view of a continuing demand for the book, the author was brought back
from retirement at the end of September, with a two-year contract callipf for

to bring it up to date, as of 1984,

ENNIS M, DREW, Colonel, USAF
Director, Airpower Research Institute
Center for Aerospace Doctrine,
Research, and Education
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CHAPTER 1

EMERGING PATTERNS OF AIR FORCE THOUGHT

"A very knowledgeable reporter stated recently that in the early 19505 ke felt he
knew what the Air Force stood for, but today he doesn’t. His statement puzzled
ne It also alarmed me becanse understanding our doctrine and concepts 1s basic
and important to our very existence.” In these words on 21 September 1961, Gen
Curtis E. LeMay, chief of staff, US Air Force, called attention to a matter that had
concerned Air Force officers for many years. In December 1957 Gen Thomas D.
‘White, who was then Air Force chief of staff, had stated: "The Air Force has so
recently achieved its full stature as to be something of a doctrinal mystery in
comparison with the older, more familiar services."?

Unlike the US Navy, which appeared to operate in accordance with a seemingly
complete set of seca power principles recorded by Adm Alfred Thayer Mahan, or
the United States Army, which drew its principles from generations of American
and foreign military scholars, an Air Force officer speaking in 1955 could only
conclude that "the Air Force as a service does not have a set of ideas against which
it is operating, at least not a complete set of ideas.” Moreover, according to 21948
Air University staff study, "the Air Force has never maintained a complete and
current compilation of those concepts, principles, policies, tactics, techmques,
practices, and procedures which are essential to efﬁciem?rin organizing, training,
equippmng, and employing its tactical and service units.™ Provoked by an Army
officer’s magazine article entitled, "Air Power Needs Its Mahan," Maj Gen John
DeForest Barker, deputy commander of the Air University, observed in 1953: "We
definitely need a body of air principles backed by the historical evidence of air
employment,"**

Such testimony clearly indicated that these and other Air Force authorities
believed that the Aiwr Force required a recording of its fundamental beliefs. In the
midst of World War II, an Army Air Forces staff officer had pointed out:

In any field of endeavor, private or public, the first essential 15 a body of working
principles and the next 15 a clear concept of the manner of following those principles
with the means at hand, Without such prneiples and coneepts being clearly expressed,
at least mn the minds of the users, i1t 15 not at all possible to attan coordination and
efficiency, and 1t 15 not reasonable to expect, as 15 desirable, that ail workers to the
common end will have in mind the same possibilitiesand objectives  Inmilitazy matters,
especially those of the magmtude of the operations of the present was, where mistakes
and inconsistences cost thousands of lives and mulhons of man-hours, 1t 15 all the more
mmportant that there be clearly expressed gmding principles wiich are clearly
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understood by all planners, as well as by all who are charged with the handling of forees
in the field,

Moreover, a study conducted by an Air War College seminar in 1951 concluded
that the US Air Force had a vital requirement for a codification of its doctrine.
"Without awell-established doctrine," the seminar concluded, "the efforts of all but
a few key personnel, who can remam sensitive to the changes as they occur, are to
a very considerable extent negated. 7

Prior to World War IT virtually all of the senior Air Corps officers and many of
the lesser ranking officers had been able to pass through the Office of the Chief of
Air Corps, exchange views with the division heads, and draw from their
conversations "the essence of air doctrine." During and after World War II,
however, the Army Air Forces (AAF) and the US Air Force had growninto alarge
and very complicated organization, with many thousands of officers. But if an
officer in the field were to point his efforts along constructive lines, he had to know .
"the overall policies and objectives of the Air Force."®

The reasons why the Air Force has been hesitant to engross its fundamental
beliefs demand some explanation. "Air activities have most often attracted men of
active rather than literary leanings. . . . The Air Force has never boasted a high
percentage of scholars," as Col Noel F Parrish observed in 1947.° In fact this spate
of writings by senior cammanders led W. Barton Leach to describe the Air Force

as "the Silent Service." But this line of endeavor has not always received a
sympathetic hearing in the air arm. "As you know," wrote General Barker in
reference to the provocative article regarding the Air Force’s need to develop a
Mahan, "the scholarly life is not particularly respected in the profession of arms.”
And he continued,

I don't believe, however, that we can ever detail an officer to do a work of this sort,
Mahan, as with all great thinkers, was inspired. Of course he had to spring from an
eavironment which allowed him to study long and deeply the problems of sea power.
His many years on shipboard were devoted to these exhaustive studies —but ke would
have been playing poker . . . and reading fiction if he hadn’t been mspired to learn all
he could of naval history and give 1t pattern and meaning, .

Other factors worked against the expression of fandamental Air Force beliefs.
Prior to World War IX the subordinate position of the Air Force to the Army is
said to have hampered air publications, as did the fact that the Army’s system of
field manuals wasunsuited to the need of the Air Force, Moreover, some Air Force
leaders felt that because of the lessons learned in World War IT, the Air Force
should not try to develop a doctrine based just on air power, Maj Gen Follett
Bradley opined that

we donot need a Mahan of air power so much as an oracle of combined operations--
triphibious, 1f you like. The true expositor of military things to come must .. know
thoroughly the changes n sea power as taught by Mahan, and in land warfare as tanght
by Clausewitz, which have been wrought not only by new weapons but by aur power atself
He must evalvate correctly the effect of air power m combination with land and sea

2
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EMERGING PATTERNS

power on abattle, a campaign and @ war, and he must know something of the technique
bywhich that effect 1s produced

Still further, an Air University study in 1948 stated that the major "obstacle to
writing air force doctrine in the past was the rapidity of the development of air
power . . . from a limited supporting role to its present position of pre-eminence
in warfare. A 1951 Air War College study observed that, in some cases, senior
Air Force officers were said to have discouraged the preparation of air doctrine
because they felt that air doctrines were too short-lived to warrant publication.
Word of mouth generally sufficed to keep senior air commanders well abreast of
Air Force policy, and it was much easier "to scrap the worn out doctrine that
remains unpublished than it is to drop a doctrine that has been published.” But the
basic shortcoming of "verbal doctring" was that it remained vague. "It is this
reluctance to publish as official anything imperfect that restrains our commanders
from the dissemination of corrent doctrine. Until we accept the fact that all
doctrine is imperfect . . . and that it is highly changeable we cannot hope for the
issuance of doctrine.” The same Air War College study noted that, as of 1951, "the
air leadets of today are not so old that they can easily forget the punishment meted
out to the doctrinaires of the past."14

Air Force thinkers not only have found it difficult to face the task of codifying
the Air Force’s fundamental beliefs, but, as the foregoing quotations reveal, they
also have employed a diversity of discourse to categorize these fundamental beliefs.
Indeed, the above mentioned Air War College study concluded that "there appears
to be a fine line of demarcation between concepts and doctrine on the one hand,
and doctrines and principles on the other hand.” They added: "It is difficult to
differentiate between concepts which existed in the minds of some farsighted
individuals in the Air Force and the doctrine which was accepted as official by the
War Department, Also doctrine is easily confused with stratg:gy."ls Adding
additional complexity to any attempt to analyze basic Air Force thought patterns
is the fact that the terms used to categorize fundamental Air Force beliefs
apparently varied with the persons using them and certainly varied with the time
period in which the terms were employed. It is not too hard to imagine why early
Air Force thinkers began to refer to their fundamentalideas as doctrines, The term
doctrine had an old meaning in military establishments as a teaching, or, in a
collective sense, a body of teachings.

In teaching the art of war, however, Marshal Ferdinand Foch laid great
emphasis upon doctrine: The writings of this hero of the Marne and Ysex strongly
influenced the post-World War I US Army. Where commanders in the past had
preferred to remain mysterious (to handle armies ltke pawns on a chess board)
Foch had taught at the Ecole de Guerre that commanders should instead make
their intentions known to their subordinates. "We have, then, a doctrine," he
explained. "All the brains have been limbered up and regard all questions from an
identical point of view. The fundamental idea of the problem being known, each
one will solve the problem in his own fashion, and these thousand fashions, we may
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be very sure, will act to direct all their efforts to a common objective."'6 In his
introduction in The Principles of War, Foch promised: "In the course of the
practical applications our strategical studies will lead us to, you will also arrive at
what we call the doctrine or mental discipline, which consists first in a common way
of objectively approaching the subject; second, in a common way of handling it, by
adapting without reserve the means to the goal aimed at, to the object.” Teachings
derived from history, Foch emphasized, would come "out in the shape of a theory
of war which can be taught . . . and in the shape of a doctrine, which you will be
taught to practiceL’

In spite of the newness of aviation and its subsequent lack of history on which
tobase doctrine, Brig Gen William Mitchell referred to "our doctrine of aviation,"8
Moreover, in the draft of what could well be called the Air Force’s first doctrinal
manual, which was prepared for instructional purposes at the Air Service Field
Officers School in 1921, Maj William C. Sherman wrote; "In deriving the doctrine o
that must underlie all principles of employment of the air force, we must not be
guided by conditions surrounding the use of ground troops, but must seek out our
doctring .. . in the element in which the air force operates™? Although the Air
Service and Air Corps were unable to make much of an impact upon the War
Department’s official field service and training regulations, the chief of the Army's
ait arm, in common with the chiefs of other Army arms and services, enjoyed
certain liberties in issuing the doctrinal literature for the Air Service and its
successor, the Air Corps. The War Department General Staff emphasized,
howeverb that doctrine should be formulated only by the chief of an Army arm or
service.’ "Doctrinal literature,”" said an Army Air Forces staff officer in 1944,
"originates with the highest authority and states in general the overall policy to be
followed."?:

Given agreement on the proposition that air doctrine derived from the highest
authority, there was less agreement as to ifs precise nature. In 1938 the Air Corps
Board stated:

Frmeiples change not at all, or but shghtly, over considerable petiods Doctnines 0
generally change slowly, but will change as different applications of prnciples bring

forth differcnt beliefs and teachings Methods are influenced both by docttine and

technical improvement and will change more rapidly than doctrines. The most

satisfactory Freld Service regulation would be one dealing only with prmeiples and

expressed in terms that would never change, However, airwarfare 1s relatiyely newand

there 1s much difference of opimon as regards principles of employment.

In 1943 an AAF staff officer defined doctrine as

a body of fundamental principles expressing the logical possibilities and objectives of
air warfare, as well as its general limutations Lake any other doctrine, especially one
for aweapon sonevwas the airarm shilis,1t1s only nateral that the AAF doctrine should
include speculative aswell as proven truths, but theyare all necessary to provide a basis
for matial decisions in the design of arplanes and in the traming of personnel to
accomplish the desired end
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This same officer defined policies as "derivatives of doctrine and the expressions
of decisions based upon doctrine.”?

By 1948 the growth of the Army Air Forces during World War 1I and the
achievement of a separate status by the United States Air Force led Air University
thinkers to suggest that the time was opportune to undertake that part of their
mission which charged the institution to prepare, review, and revise all Air Force
publications pertaining to basic doctrine.”* As this work progressed, the Air
University acknowledged the definition of doctrine provided by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff:

A compilation of principles and policies, applicable to a subject, which have been
developed through expenience or by theory, that represent the best available thought,
and dicate and guide but do not bind m practice. ks purpose 1s to provide that
understanding within a force which generates mutual confidence between the

. commander and fus subordinates in orderthat imely and effective actionwillbe taken
by all concerned 1n the absence of mstruction

Looking backward at Air Force experience, these Air University students of
doctrine noted that there had been an implication that doctrine represented an
official view and that once stated some general efforts had been made to follow it.
These students recognized, however, that the Air Corps and Army Air Forces had
not always been guided by the "prevailing existing doctrines,” which had been
influenced by the War Department General Staff, The students accordingly
undertook to find Air Force doctrine through "a logical analysis of historical fact”
rather than through official statements, organizational designs, or other apparent
factors that might appear to contradict the actual doctrine that was practiced.
The vigorous efforts of the Air University to define basic Air Force doctrine in
the early 1950s did much to clarify the semantic thought patterns of the Air Force.
"In this attempt to strike out on our own," said Col William W. Momyer, Air War
College deputy commandant for evaluation, "we have encountered many obstacles
that were certainly anticipated, and others that could not be foreseen. Of course,
. we have encountered . . . prejudice in respect to what constitutes doctrine.? In
the foreword to the final product, published on 1 April 1953 as Air Force Manual
(AFM) 1-2, United States Air Force Basic Doctrine, Gen Hoyt S. Vandenberg, Air
Force chief of staff, noted: "Basic air doctrine evolves from experience gamed in
war and from analysis of the continuing impact of new weapons systems on
warfare." The purpose of the basic doctrine manual was to provide and impart to
all Air Force personnel a basis for understanding the use of air forces in peace and
in war and to sexrve as a background for the preparation of succeeding operational
doctrine manuals that would cover the tactics and techniques of employing air
forces.?® In preparing the contents of the basic doctrinal manual, Air University
evaluators found that they had to relate doctrine to the hfary priniciples of wir,to
the roles and missions of the US armed forces, to tactics aqd'_éfféftéfgjr, amd to a
relatively new Air Force term called concepts. ' T
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As a part of its Army heritage, the Air Force received the age-old principles of
war that were derived from the writings of Napoleon, Clausewitz, and Jomini and
which had been best summarized in modern times by Great Britain’s Maj Gen
J. F. C. Fulter. The American version of the principles of war had first appeared
in War Department Training Regulation 10-5 in 1921, When Maj William C.
Sherman published his personal opinions on aviation in a book entitled 4ir Warfare
in 1926, he included a chapter that applied the principles of war to air warfare.
These principles also were discussed in the Air Corps Tactical School text, Aw
Waifare, dated 1 March 1936. In September 1943 Col Ralph F. Stearley wrote a
paper on the applicability of the principles of war to air power; it was published as
AAF Memorandam 200-7, October 1943, Colonel Stearley stated that the nine
fundamental principles of war (which applied to all forms of military power) were:
cooperation, objective, offensive, mass, movement, economy of force, surprise,
security, and simplicity. Colonel Stearley also stated that the application of .
principles of war to the preparation for war and the direction of war constituted
strategy, whereas their application to specific operations comprised tactics. In an
article entitled "Air Power and Principles of War," published in 1948, Col Frederick
E. Cathoun of the Air University suggested that air power had strengthened the
validity of the first eight principles, but he arpued that air warfare could not be
simple and the ninth principle should be replaced by the term capacity or constant
combat readiness.

In the early 1950s these principles of war were accepted and taught by both the
Army and the Air Force. The Navy’s attitude, however, was that these principles
were permissible as maxims, precepts, factors, guides, or even basic considerations,
but it questioned whether they were to be aceepted as principles. The Navy did not
list these principles in its US fleet publications, but the basic thoughts of the
principles were taken cognizance of in these doctrinal publications.?® The Royal
Air Force (RAF) distinguished between the principles of war, which it considered
not to be principles but guides ot aides-mémoire, and the doctrines that were
derived from them ™' Like the Navy and the RAF, the Air University did not
include a specific discugsion of the principles of war in its proposed manual, "Air .
Force Basic Doctrine."* In Washington, however, an Air Force committee revised
the draft manual and inserted a section, Air Forces and the Principles of War; it
then published the revised draft as AFM 1-2, United States Air Force Basic Doctrine,
on 1 April 19533 An Air War College officer protested that the consideration of
the principles of war was a "dissertation” that was hardly doctrinal, while Gen Otto
P. Weyland, the commander of the Far East Air Forcc55,45tated that this section
was too brief and ought to be developed and elaborated.” Still, even though later
editions of AFM 1-2 prepared at the Air University did not include specific
discussions of the principles of war, there was a continuing recognition that these
principles applied to air power as well as to the other forms of military power,3

In drawing up the statement of Air Force basic doctrine, the Air University
preferred to relate the role of the Air Force to the national objectives and policies
of the United States rather than to what was thought to be a possibly transitory
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statement of armed forces organization, roles, and missions that was included in
the National Security Act of 1947. Lt Gen Idwal H. Edwards, the commander of
Air University, insisted in June 1952 that "current de.c151ons on matters of
organization and roles and missions. . . are not basic doctrine."*® Meanwhile, the
Air University included a list of national objectives and policies that was much too
precise to be acceptable to the Air Staff in Washington. Accordingly, the basic air
doctrine manual, published on 1 April 1953, accepted the broad proposition that
the Air Force supported the nation’s objectives and policies, but without
attempting to say what they were. 37 As amatter of fact the Air University believed
that the nature of modern war and the national objectives and EOIICIES worked
closely together to determine the correct use of military aviation.™ In a speech on
4 December 1957, however, Gen Thomas D. White strongly asserted a contrary
view, when he said: "Air Force doctrine is not a thing apart nor a code sufficient
unto itself. The Air Force is a national instrument and evolves no doctrine, makes
no preparation other than those clearly and unmistakably called for or anticipated
by the national policy. "39 The requirement that Air Force doctrine must support
national objectives and policies necessarily marked it as distinct from pure air
power doctrine, which would enunciate through theory and logic immutable
principles that characterize air power as different from land power and sea
power.

A 1951 Air War College study noted that doctrine was easily confused with
strategy on the one hand and with tactics and techniques on the other hand. Air
University found little difficulty in distinguishing doctrine from tactics and
technique: the latter depended quite manifestly upon specific equipmeat and
special situations and were designed to implement specific actions within the broad
framework of basicdoctrine. Strategy also was judged to be concerned with specific
situations, although on a tremendously broader scale than tactics. Brig Gen Alfred
R, Maxwell, an Air Force author on the subject, stated that the tools of strategy
were a sound plan, adequate forces, appropriate execution, and guidance by
proper principles, "Strategy," wrote Maxwell, "is the act of infusing into a plan
and/or applying a central idea, design, or timing which will give the greatest
possilﬂe advantage in a campaign or situation. The strategy is the specific design
used.’

Prior to World War II, the Air Corps Tactical School’s teachings frequentl; had
gone beyond the somewhat narrow confines of officially approved doetrine*? But,
probably because it held that the principal characteristics of doctrine that would
be reasonable and progressive, the Air Corps Tactical School d1d not differentiate
between the doctrinal and the nondoctrinal in its teachings *3 As carly as March
1943, however, AAF officers were referring to ideas that did not have the proven
validity of doctrine as concepts. "No concept, particularly one pertaining to a new
weapon,” wrote Col Charles G. Williamson on 3 March 1943, "can reasonably be
stated as a fixed and permaneatly inviolable rule, but must be accepted as a guide
until actualities justify, in the mind of the proper authority, a change in concept.’
Writing m the winter of 1948, Maj Gen Robert W. Harper, deputy commander of
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Air University, described Gen Billy Mitchell as being among the "visionaries and
missionaries" of the Air Force. "For atomic warfare," Harper wrote, "new concepts
of Air Power will have to be formulated." Early in 1651 Air Force regulations
charged Air University with the responsibility for developing doctrine. But in its
charge to the Air War College, Air University specified that the Air War College’s
mission consisted not of developing doctrine but of "the conduct of special studies
and evalnation which will provide sound air power concepts" and "the preparation

. of doctrinal manuals." The first objective of the Air War College Evaluation
Dmsmn was "to develop doctrines and concepts for the employment of air
power In September 1951, General Edwards stated that the Air War Co]lege
had the mission of "promoting sound concepts on the broad aspects of air power
in order to assure the most effective development and employment of the air
arm,’

By the autumn of 1951, Air Force usage already suggested that the term concept .
was more visionary, more dynamic, and more comprehensive than the term
doctrine. An Air War College study of Air Force ideas proposed to establish
concept at an ordetly position in Air Force thought. "In the field of ideas,"
according to this study, "there is evidently a degree of general acceptance ranging
from the first nebulows ideas of an individual, up successively throngh concepts,
doctrines, and principles. The point at which an idea becomes a concept, a concept
a doctrine, and a doctrine a principle is not always clear. Thus at any one time our
Air Force doctrine may be said to be partly concept, partly doctrine, and partly
principle. "8 In his pioneering book US Military Doctrine, Brig Gen Dale O, Smith,
who had worked with the Air War College students in the preparation of their
study, accepted the proposition that Air Force thought progressed from ideas to
concepts to doctrines, the last having gained enough official support to be taught
at service schools or to be accepted at the highest military staff levels. General
Smith additionally proposed that a service doctrine which was accepted by the
president, the Congress, or the peogle of the United States became an executive,
2 legislative, or a national "policy."* ‘

General usage thus accepted the proposition that a concept was a hypothesis
that had not received the acceptance required by doctrine, but there was less
agreement as to whether doctrine was confined to the service level of the armed
forces>0 In 1957, for example, Col Wendell E, Carter contemplated a national
doctrine that would grow out of the ciehberatlons of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
would dictate how wars would be fought In this same year, Prof Henry A.
Kissinger visualized that strategic doctrine enabled society "to act purposefully as
awunit. .. byreducing most problems to a standard of average performance which
enables the other members of the group to take certain actions accordingly.” "By
explaining the significance of events in advance of their occurrence," Kissinger
asserted that strategic doctrine "enables society to deal with most problems as a
matter of routme and reserves creative thought for unusual or unexpected
situations.” 2 Kissinger thonght that this strategic doctrine should desnably issue
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the National Security Council >> Apparently
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willing to broaden the definition of doctrine, an Air War College study completed
in 1958 identified a need for a US military doctrine that would represent "some
substantial consensus of the whole body politic, and particularly among all military
personnel, as to objects of military enterprise.“54

Early in the 1950s Air University had maintained the proposition that "USAF
doctrine, developed within the parameters of the more valid concepts of air power,
is intended for practical purposes to be used as a guide for organization§
development, equipment, and employment of the United States Air Force.
Some Air Force officers, however, were more skeptical of the role of doctrine in
Air Force development, "The Air Force," Gen Nathan F. Twining, acting Air Force
chief of staff, had stated in 1652, "1s notbound to any fixed doctrine or concept. It
grew out of scientific achievement. " When he approved AFM 1-2 on1 April 1953,
General Vandenberg thought it necessary to warn that "the dynamic and constant
changes in new weapons make pertodic review of this doctrine necessary." n7
Looking backward at past events, Gen Laurence S. Kuter admitted that he could
not suggest that doctrine had ever been the controlling factor in setting the rate of
development of air power. Instead, he recognized a mutual interdependence of
doctrinal technological, political, and other elements, 158 Even though there was
general agreement that Air Force doctrine ought to be forward-looking, Maj Gen
Lloyd P. Hopwood, a former commandant of the Air Command and Staff College,
expressed dismay at the idea that doctrine could not be anything more than
descriptive of an existing state of the military art. "We try to make our doctrine and
strategy conform to glamorous hardware," Hopwood wrote, "instead of studying
modern conflict to find acceptablc solutions from which to establish the hardware
requirements we need." 59

Arguments about the parameters of doctrine did not slack up after the
"perfection” of AFM 1-2 in mid-1955. Inretrospect this manual reflected strategic
air lessons drawn from World War II. The main emphasis stressed offensive air
actions as providing the ultimate prospect of victory by reducing an enemy’s will
to fight, chiefly through selective destruction of population centers. There was
some acknowledgment of a need for defense against hostile air attack, but the
subject of defense was less emphasized than that of offense. The manual noted that
air power should support national objectives, but said nothing authoritative on the
subject, perhaps because the authors were vague about what our national
objectives might e

After the issuance of a revised AFM 1-2 in April 1955, there did not appear to
be an immediate need for more considerations of the subject of air doctrine — this
despite changes in national policies and the maturity of intercontinental ballistic
missiles.%! Since the Air University was charged to maintain currency of the basic
air doctrine manual, a suggested revision of AFM 1-2 was prepared and forwarded
to the Pentagon in 1958. The Air Staff refused to accept the revision, expressing a
general satisfaction with the currently approved statement of doctrine. Another
reason behind the Air Staff’s action was a fatalistic assumption that technology was
developing so fast that it was useless to try to capture doctrine in printed pamphlets
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that became out of date overnight, Some argued that after the reorganization of
the Department of Defense in 1958 a new unified doctrine would flow downward
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff and energize the activities of the armed services.
Finally there was some divergence of opinion in high places as to whether the
manual on basic doctrine should be limited to historical doctrine or whether it
could attempt to project doctrine into the future ¢ About this same time, an Air
Force research and development community study urged that doctrine should be
replaced by a new field that could be called "militology.” Doctrine it was said had
never adequately guided research and development. Militology, on the other
hand, would examine the basic tenets of military suecess and would weld together
the bits and pieces of military thought that had been described up until then as
objectives, principles, strategy, tactics and techniques, long-range plans, general
operational requirements, doctrines, and concepts. This intensive study would
produce models or theoretical projections of military concepts and principles of
military influence. 5

As a part of the reorganization of US Air Force headquarters necessitated by
the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, the Air Force thought it necessary to
transfer the responsibility of preparing basic air doctrine to the Air Staff, Tn July
1958 an Air Doctrine Branch was established under the Air Policy Division of the
Directorate of Plans. This branch was to advise the Air Force chief of staff on
possible doctrinal inputs that might be required by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which
was now vested with responsibility for making joint doctrine. For several months
the Air Doctrine Branch served in this advisory role. But on 6 March 1959
responsibility for preparing basic air doctrine and for monitoring the preparation
of operational doctrine mannals was transferred back to Headquarters USAF and
to the Air Doctrine Branch from the Joint Staff.%* At this timé Air Staff told Air
University torevitalize its research activities and to fulfill its function as a doctrinal
center for developing sound concepts concerning elements of military influence
and aerospace power.

When the responsibilities for developing Air Force doctrine were transferred
to Washington, it was expected that air doctrines could be kept more current. But
Lt Gen W. E. Todd, commander, Air University, protested that AFM 1-2 was "so
far out of date that it has practically become archaic"; the existing manual failed to
recognize the impact of missiles and space technology. General Todd’s protest
apparently sparked action. The Air Staff coordinated the revision and on 1
December 1959 General White signed a new printing of AFM 1-2. The new
printing substituted the term eerospace in each instance where the word air had
appeared in the earlier editions, but made virtually no other changes in the old
manual. Acrospace was defined as an "operationally indivisible medium consisting
of the total expanse beyond the earth’s surface.’*® In explaining why the new
manual was issued, General White wrote: "The predominant characteristics of air
forces (now aerospace forces) have changed only in degree. Range, mobility,
flexibility, speed, penetration capability and firepowler delivery —the
characteristics that continue to make aerospace forces unique among military
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forces—must be developed to the maximum to guarantee national security."67
General LeMay, White’s successor as chief of staff, also appeared to be happy with
the old presentation of air doctrine. In an address on 21 September 1959, he told
his audience that Air Force concepts and doctrine had not changed through the
years, at least since the establishment of General Headquarters Air Force in 1935.
"The purpose of acrospace power," LeMay said, "is to deter attack against us and,
ifwe are attacked, to destroy the enemy’s means towage war."®® Since there seemed
to be some misunderstanding about what the Air Force stood for, General LeMay
called for more attention to air concepts and doctrine. New means were soon
mobilized to spread Air Force thinking. The Aerospace Policy Division provided
"nositions" on subjects of defense interest, many of which began to appear as
speeches and statements of air leaders. The Secretary of Air Force, Office of
Information, already published the A Force Information Policy Letter for
Commanders and the monthly Supplement to the Information Policy Letter for
Commanders.In September 1961, the secretary specified that the Air Force Pelicy
Letter would "provide concepts, doctrine, facts, references, and supgestions for all
Air Force commanders and their staffs in meeting their responsibility to advance
understanding inside and outside the Air Force."” At this juncture, Maj Gen Dale
O. Smith observed that printed doctrinal manuals apparently could not keep pace
with technological advances. For this reason he snggested that true Air Force
doctrine — definable as military thought on how to conduct war —might well be the
unspoken and sometimes unconscious beliefs that truly guided Air Force actions.
"Actions, not pronouncements," he said, "are the real indicators of doctrine."”

By 1960 the Air Force had laboriously assembled a body of thinking that was
described as doctrine. It was essentially simplistic—concerned with the
employment of air power in 2 World War Il-type scenario. The feeling in high
places in the Air Force was that these principles of air power were enduring. This
first volume traces the development of Air Force rationale from the first thoughts
of the employment of military aviation in 1904 to the year 1960. It records the
emergence of the Air Force as a manifestation of Air Force thought, and will,
insofar as possible, record the way in which the Air Force attempted to manage
the exploration of ideas about what air power could and should do.

After 1960, however, the administration of President John F. Kennedy changed
the military strategy of the United States from a primary reliance on an air strategy
to one of flexible response to a broad spectrum of hostile threats. Thus, it soon
became evident from policy trends that acrospace doctrine would be subject to
reasoned change cansed by shifting circumstances arising from analyses of: (1) the
principles and aims of US society and government; (2) the threats to the American
system and way oflife, both internally and externally; (3) the advancesin technology
and weaponry; (4) the impact of many levels of leadership, both friendly and
enemy; (5) assessments of proper courses for the United States to pursue; and (6)
the place of aerospace power in these systems of values and predictions.™ The
second volume tells how these factors have influenced the emergence of the Air
Force as a manifestation of Air Force thought and how the Air Force has tried to
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manage the discussion of ideas about what air power can or should do during the
period of 1960 to 1934,
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CHAPTER 2

EARLY DAYS THROUGH WORLD WARI
1907-26

Without military expenditures for its development, it is quite likely that the
airplane would not have become a safe and usable vehicle. "Had it not been for the
support of the millitary for military purposes,” Dr Clifford C. Furnas, chancellor of
the University of Buffalo and a knowledgeable scientist, would conclude in April
1958, "we would even now I am sare not have safe commercial aviation." In 1898,
while the Spanish-American War was in progress and well before the Wright
brothers made their first flight, the War Department’s Board of Ordnance and
Fortification secretly had ailocated $50,000 to Dr Samuel P. Langley, who
subsequently was unable to produce a promised flying machine, When this
information became generally known, both Congress and the press had been
extremely critical of this so-called wastage of public funds.2 In reminiscences about
their epic controlled- power flight at Kitty Hawk, North Carolina, on 17 December
1903, Orville and Wilbur Wright always contended that they meant the airplane to
be a contribution to international communications, trade, and goodwill, When they
made their first efforts to sell a plane, however, the Wright brothers looked to the
US War Department. "The series of acronautical experiments upon which we have
been engaged for the past five years," Orville Wright wrote on 18 January 1905,
"have ended in the production of a flymg machine of a type fitted for practical use.
... The numerous flights ... . have made it quite certain that flying has been brought
to a point where it can be made of great practical use in various ways, one of which
is that of scouting and carrying messages in time of war.

Writing directly to the secretary of war on 9 October 1905, Orville Wright
renewed this earlier informal offer "to furnish to the War Department practical
flying machines suitable for scouting pur];)me:s."4 Still again, on 15 June 1907, ke
wrote: "We believe that the principal use of a flyer at present is for military
purposes; that the demand in commerce will not be great for some time.” Possibly
as aresult of the experience with Langley, the Board of Ordnance and Fortification
declined to enter into negotiations with the Wrights in October 1905 "until a
machine is produced which by actual operation is shown to be able to produce
horizontal flight and to carry an operator.”
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The Beginning of Army Aviation

Because of interest expressed by President Theodore Roosevelt, aviation
matters received added emphasis in the War Department in 1907. On 1 Aungust
Brig Gen James Allen, the Army’s chief signal officer, established an Aeronautical
Division within the Signal Corps, and the Board of Ordnance and Fortification
reopened negotiations with the Wright brothers. In a letter to the board on 10
October, Allen was skeptical of the value of the Wright plane. "The military uses
ofa flying machine of any type,"he thought, "will be only for purposes of observation
and reconnaissance, or, as an offensive weapon, to drop explosives on the enemy."
For either purpose, he believed that the airplane would be less efficient than the
dirigible balloons that were already being used by France, Germany, and England.
"For the purpose of dropping explosives on an enemy," he asserted, "a high speed
aeroplane is hardly snitable, .. . In passing over the enemy’s works aflying machine
should travel at least 4,000 feet above the earth. . .. Traveling at the rate of thirty .
miles an hour at this altitude, even after considerable practice, it is not thought a
projectile could be dropped nearer than half a mile from the target."” Even though
the airplane lacked range, load-carrying capability, and came out second best in
an effectiveness comparison with the dirigible, the Board of Ordnance and
Fortification nevertheless instructed General Allen on 5 December 1907 to solicit
bids for the delivery of a heavier-than-air flying machine designed to carry two
persons and sufficient fuel for a flight of 125 miles and capable of a speed of at
least 40 miles an hour.?

The Signal Corps specifications for its first airplane did not include an
operational requirement that it would be expected to satisfy. Hence, when the first
Wright plane was eventually accepted on 2 Angust 1909, the Army had a newitem
of experimental equipment that was in need of a mission. Several minds went to
work to bridge this gap. In his student thesis at the Army Service School, Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas, in. 1907, Lt Benjamin D. Foulois had predicted that large
fleets in the air would operate well in advance of ground troops and that these
opposing air fleets would be the first military forces to engage at the outbreak of a _
war” In 1911 Lt Thomas DeWitt Milling tested an experimental aircraft ‘
bombsight, and in the following year Milling and Capt Charles DeForest Chandler
first fired a Lewis machine gun from an airplane. Even these early aviation
enthusiasts, however, recognized that "the very limited flight performance of
aircraft in 1912 had not demonstrated any military value other than
reconnaissance.”? US Army field service regulations of 1910 merely noted that for
purposes of reconnaissance: "The dirigible balloon or flying machine is used as the
commander directs."!1

During hearings in the spring of 1913 held by the House Military Affairs
Committec on a bill to create a separate air corps as one of the line components
of the Army, Assistant Secretary of War Henry S. Breckinridge explained the War
Department position that military aviation was "merely an added means of
communication, observation and reconnaissance" that "ought to be coordinated
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with and subordinated to the general service of information and not erected into
an independent and uncoordinated service." Significantly engugh, Lientenant
Foulois agreed that it was too early for a separate air corps; Lt Henry H. Arnold
was sure that the Signal Corps was doingail it could to advance aviation; Lieutenant
Milling considered the proposed change premature. "The offensive value of this
thing has yetto be proved," argued Capt William Mitchell “Itisbein;g_@_’p_erhpgr}_tﬁqd
with—bomb dropping and machines carrying guns.. ... but there is nothing to it so
far except in an experimental way."12 Nevertheless, during a period of strained

relations with Mexico, Army aviators were ordered to Texas City, Texas, in
February 1913 to work with the 2d Division. Early in March, this detachment was
provisionally organized as the 1st Aero Squadron.13

A new edition of US Army field service regulations, issued on 19 March 1914,
addressed the subject of the use of combined arms and of aviation. These
regulations, which would continue to be in effect when the United States entered
World War I, assigned the predominant combat role to the infantry: “The infantry
is the principal and most important arm, which is charged with the main work on
the field of battle and decides the final issue of combat. The role of the infantry,
whether offensive or defensive, is the role of the entire force, and the utilization of
that arm gives the entire battle its character. The success of the infantryis essential
to the success of the combined arms." Aircraft—captive balloons, dirigible
balloons, and aeroplanes—served to provide information. Fot strategical
reconnaissance, the dirigible had the greatest practical value, but aeroplanes were
said to be more dependable for field service with a mobile army since dirigibles
required substantial shelter from winds while they were on the ground. "In forces
of the strength of a division, or larger," the regulations stated, “the aero squadron
will operate in advance of the independent cavalry in order to locate the encmy
and to keep track of his movements."*

European Adversaries Speed Aviation Development

Feeling the threat of hostile neighbors, European nations accelerated the
development of aeronautics during the 1900s. At the Hague Conference in 1899

the European nations had been willing to accept a US proposal and impose a
five-year prohibition against "the discharge of projectiles or explosives from
balloons or by other new methods of similar nature." The US delegate had
rationalized: "The balloon . . . can carry but little; it is capable of hurling . . .
indecisive quantities of explosives, which would fall, like useless hailstones, onboth
combatants and noncombatants alike.> But in 1907, when the Second Hague
Conference declaration extended this moratorium on aerial bombing, no major
powers except the United States and Great Britain proved willing to ratify it. There
were ominous predictions that a future war would begin with air bombardments
of belligerent capitals. For the most part, the opposing powers hurriedly developed
aviation as an added means of reconnaissance.

17
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As the war approached, however, a new strategic concept began to take hold:
military commanders in Germany, France, znd Russia began to discount the
prospect that any means of reconnaissance could dispel the fog of war in an all-out
modera conflict. First Germany and then France and Russia accepted the strategic
concept of offense @ Poutrance—a headlong offensive that would attain victory
before an enemy could maneuver or react and before battlefield reconnaissance
would be worthwhile, '

Reflecting popular fears of aerial bombing, the first days of World War I were
marked by many false alarms of hostile air raids. The Germans in their declaration
of war handed to France on 3 Angust 1914, apparently were sincere in alleging that
French aircraft had bombed the railroad near the German city of Nuremberg on
the day before. As hostilities began on the Western Front, the air orders of battle
were fairly evenly matched: each side had about 180 airplanes, the Germans had
12 Zeppelins, and France and Britain together had 13 dirigibles. The much feared
Zeppelin did not perform well in early fighting; the Germans lost one Zeppelin .
when it was attempting to bomb the forts at Lidse on 6 August and two others were
shot dowa on 21 August when they attempted to reconnoiter under low clouds in
the Belfort area. In the confusion of the active field campaign, neither the attacking
German armies nor the Anglo-French defense forces made effective use of
reconnaissance aircraft.

The employment of reconnaissance aircraft became more effective as the
German attack continued. When the exhausted opposing armies entrenched late
in 1914, aerial vehicles became virtually the sole source of intelligence. In some
measure, aircraft reconnaissance added to the stalemate of trench warfare since
neither opposing army could make large local buildups of munitions and reserves
without being detected and countered. Both the Allies and the Central Powers
exploited fixed balloons for frontline observation and aircraft for deeper-in
reconnaissance. Success of local campaigns depended on blinding the opposing
intelligence service; thus, both sides developed fighter aircraft and employed them
over active sectors in barrage patrols designed to sweep enemy aircraft from the
skies. The appearance of a technologically superior Fokker fighter aircraft over .
the front lines in June 1915 gave a working air superiority to the Central Powers
and demanded extreme efforts on the part of the Allies to develop higher
performance pursuit aircraft and better tactics. By 1917 the Germans also
developed an armed Junkers strafing aircraft that was especially designed for
attacks against troops and equipment. As the ground war stalemated, German
Zeppelins began bombing attacks against England in Yanuary 1915 to weaken the
British psychologically. On the Allied side in 1916, the Italian aircraft
manufacturer, Gianni Caproni Count di Taliedo, prepared a memorandum for
Allied headquarters that proposed to destroy German and Austrian naval vessels
bybomber attack against fleet bases, In January 1917, Caproni argued that hislarge
triplane bombers, if built in sufficient numbers, could destroy Austria’s factories,
thus ending the war with Italy’s main opponent.!®
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US Military Preparations

Recognizing that the United States was lagging in aeronautics, Congress
approved a measure on 3 March 1915 that established the National Advisory
Committee for Aeronautics (NACA) as an independent agency for the "scientific
study of the problems of flight with a view to their practical solution." This action
was hardly taken, however, before the new evidence emerged to show the low state
of readiness of Army aviation, On the Mexican border in March and April 1916,
the 1st Aero Squadron valiantly attempted to support Brig Gen John J. Pershing’s
punitive expedition against the Mexican outlaw Pancho Villa. However, a
combination of poor flying machines and severe operational weather made it
impossible for the squadron to provide desired observation to the ground forces.”

As the United States reluctantly began to arm itself, the National Defense Act
of June 1916 incladed a modest expansion of personnel in the Signal Corps,
Aviation Section; large appropriations for Army aviation were included in the fiscal
year 1917 appropriation. Looking toward industrial mobilization, Congress
authorized establishment of the Council of National Defense on 29 August 1916.
One of the groups comprising the council was the nucleus for the creation of the
Aircraft Praduction Board on 16 May 1917. The Aircraft Production Board
worked in conjunction with the Joint Army-Navy Technical Board in the selection
and procurement of the aircraft chosen for large-scale production.zo

The American Air Service in World War 1

‘When the United States entered World War I on 6 April 1917, the US Army
did not possess a single modern combat aircraft; but the beginnings of an industrial
mobilization had been made. As a nonbelligerent, the United States had not shared
Allied war secrets and badly needed information on which to base its war plans.
In the first place, the hard-pressed Allies wanted rapid support from US industry.
In a cable to President Woodrow Wilson on 26 May, Premier Alexandre Ribot of
France asked that an American flying corps of 4,500 planes, 5,000 pilots, and 50,000
mechanics be sent to France during 1918 to "enable the Allies to win the supremacy
of the air.” If it were to meet this requirement, the United States would have to
produce 16,000 planes and 30,000 engines by 1 July 1918, Congress immediately
appropriated funds for the requisite production, but, for some reason, Ribot had
not specified what type planes ought to be _rt)rcaclucad.21

To determine specific US aircraft requirements and to coordinate Allied patent
problems, Secretary of War Newton D. Baker sent an aeronantical commission,
headed by newly commissioned Maj Raynal C. Bolling, aleader in civil aeronautics,
to Europe in June 1917. Earlier in 1917, Bolling had worked closely with Foulois,
now a major, to justify the $640-million congressional appropriation for the
production of aircraft and expansion of the Air Service. Secretary Baker
apparentlybelieved that Bolling’s background in business would enable him to deal
with Allied war producers.®* The report filed by Bolling on 15 August 1917
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provided the doctrinal and technical bases for building the Air Service, American
Expeditionary Forces (AEF), Bolling reported general agreement that the United
States would immediatelyrequire aircraft for usein training, aireraft for use strictly
in connection with the operation of US ground forces in the field, and after these
immediate requirements were met, fighting airplanes and bombers that would be
"in excess of the tactical requirements of its Armyin France." Since he did not know
how large the US Army field force would be, Bolling was unable to suggest the
extent of the air force component of the field force, but he recommended that an
air force which could be used "independently of United States military forces"
should be about 37.5 percent fighting airplanes, about 25 percent day bombers,
and about 37.5 percent night bombers. The comyposition of the bomber force would
actually vary according to the number of fast fighting machines that the enemy
operated on a given portion of the front at a given time. In an extended discussion
. of the bomber force he desired to put into action in 1918, Bolling explained that
day bombardment required faster aircraft, which desirably would be employed .
freely "if it should be possible to drive from the air practically all the enemy fighting
machines." By bombing at night, however, large and slow airplanes could carry
large numbers of boxubs. In response to the question, "Could night bombing be
condncted on a sufficiently great scale and kept up continnously for a sufficient
time?" Bolling replied, "there seems good reason to believe that it might determine
the whole outcome of military operations. Up until the present time, the trouble
seems to have been that all bombing has been carried on intermittently and
sporadically because of a lack of attention to the subject and provision for large
enough numbers of the right kinds of airplanes,">
Even though American aviation pioneers had thought of aviation as a combat
arm, the idea of a massive independent bombing force, which was so readily
accepted by the aeronautical commission, was relatively new, even, in Europe.
Shortly after arriving in Europe, Bolling had conversations with Gen Sir David
Henderson of the British air board, who divided aviation into three categories:
service aviation allocated to ground forces, fighter aviation in requisite quantities
(preferably a three-to-one numerical superiority) to drive the enemy out of the air, .
and bomber aviation in the greatest amounts that a country was able to produce
"to use against the enemy in bombarding him out of his position and cutting off his
communications and destroying his sources of supply."24 As aresult of a visit to
Italy, the Bolling commission was evidently favorably impressed with Ttalian
bombing raids against Austria, and the commission recommended that the United
States should purchase Caproni biplanes and the Jicense to manufacture Caproni
triplanes.”> The strongest influence on the Bolling commission, however, was
undoubtedly Lt Col William Mitchell, While on the War Department General Staff
in 1915, Mitchell made a directed survey of US aviation needs. In 1916, Mitchell,
now a member of the Signal Corps, Aviation Section, took flight instruction at his
own expense and became an aviation enthusiast, Sent to Europe as an observer,
Mitchell arrived in Paris four days after the United States entered the war. In May
1917, Mitchell spent several days visiting the headquarters of Maj Gen Hugh
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Trenchard, the Royal Air Force (RAF) commander in France, Mitchell learned
that Trenchard’s policy was to unify all aviation under one commander, to place
the minimum number of airplanes necessary for the use of ground troops in action
with each army, and to concentrate the bulk of bombardment and pursuit so that
he could "hurl a mass of aviation at any one locality needing attack." When Gen
John J, Pexshing arrived in Paris to take command of the American Expeditionary
Forces on 13 June, Mitchell assumed the duty of chief of air service, American
Expedltmnary Forces. In this posmon Mitchell worked intimately with the Bolling
90mmxss1on while it was preparing its recommendations to Washington.

Back in Washmgton the Joint Army-Navy Technical Board accepted the
Bolling commission recommendations as being essentially sound; and the idea of
conducting an air war against the Germans apparently caught the fancy of the
American people. However, fanciful statements made by Secretary Baker and
other people in authority as to the tremendous numbers of American planes that
would deluge the Western Front caused the Germans to redouble their air
production effortin what they called theermenkapmgramm, but these statements
did very little to mobilize the American productive effort.?” According to the War
Department organization, the Signal Corps, Aviation Section (which was variously
redesignated as the Aeronautical Division, the Airplane Division, the Air Division,
and the Air Service Division), was responsible for the recruitment and training of
aviators and aviation personnel,

Separately responsible to the secretary of war, the Aircraft Production Board,
which was enlarged and redesignated as the Aircraft Board by congressional
authority in October 1917, was in charge of aircraft requirements and the placing
of contracts for aircraft and air materiel producnon The Joint Army-Navy
Technical Board was respons1ble for making final decisions as to the types of
aircraft to be procured, But, in August 1917, General Pershing demanded and
received final authority to determine aircraft types. After this declsmu, the role of
the Joint Army-Navy Technical Board speedily deteriorated.?? When it was
evident early in 1918 that extravagant fighting-plane programs could not be met,
the Aircraft Production Board and the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps
became the targets of bitter public criticism and congressional investigation, After
preliminary War Department steps had been taken during April, President Wilson
on 21 May 1918 transferred aviation matters from the Signal Corps to the Division
of Military Aeronautics, which was to be headed by Brig Gen William L., Kenly,
and to the Bureau of Aircraft Production headedbg John D, Ryan, who continued
to be chairman of the Aircraft Production Board.2

In Europe much of the same confusion as was occurring in Washington marked
the organization of the Air Service, American Expeditionary Forces. Promoted to
colonel, Mitchell served as air officer, AEF, until 3 September 1917, when Pexrshing
installed General Kenly as chief of air service, AEF, and made Mitchell air service
commander, Zone of Advance. On 27 November, General Foulois, accompanied
by a headquarters staff, arrived in Paris with orders to relieve General Kenly, who
returned to the United States. Mitchell had respected General Kenly, but he
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referred to the Foulois staff as "carpetbaggers." General Pershing described the
officers who came to France with Foulois as "good men running around in circles.”
In an effort torestore order, Pershing, on 29 May 1918, finally installed an engineer
officer and West Point classmate, Brig Gen Mason M. Patrick, as chief of air
service, AEF, At this time, Foulois was appointed chief of air service, First Army,
but he instead asked to serve as assistant to Patrick and recommended Mitchell
for the combat position, to which Mitchell was assigned on 27 July 1918. Thereafter,
new combat air posts were formed as new Army organizations reached France. In
October 1918, Col Frank P. Lahm became chief of air service, Second Army,
Relieved by Col Thomas D. Milling at First Army in October, Mitchell was
promotcd to brigadier general and appointed chief of air service, Army Group 0
The priority task of the Air Service, AEF, was to provide the trained air units
that were assigned to US divisions, corps, and armies as they arrived in France, As
anintegral combat arm of the ground forces, the air units assigned to the front were
commanded, in the full sense of the word, by the commanding generals of the .
armies, corps, and divisions to which they were assigned. "The Air Service," stated
General Patrick, "originates and suggests employment for its units but the final
decision is vested in the commanding general of the larger units, of which the Air
Service forms a part." In most instances, however, Patrick acknowledged that
ground commanders lacked experience with aviation and depended heavily on
their Air Service officers To guide the air effort in the autumn of 1917, f 1917, Colonel
Mitchell drew up what was s probably the Air Service’s first formal statement of
dcttrine in a paper enfitled "General Principles Underlying the Use of the Air
Service in the Zone of Advance AEF." In the preface, Mitchell stated that the
outcome of war depended primarily on the destruction of an enemy’s military
forces in the field; no one of the Army’s offensive arms alone could bring about
complete victory. Hence the mission of the Air Setvice was to help other arms in
their appointed missions,
™ Mitchell divided aviation into two general classes: tactical aviation, which
operated in the immediate vicinity of troops of all arms, and strategical aviation,
which acted far in advance of troops of other arms and had an independent mission, .
According to Mitchell, tactical aviation consisted of observation, pursuit, and
tactical bombardment, Observation squadrons performed visual and photographic
reconnaissance, adjusted artillery fire, and provided Haison services. Pursuit
aviation attained mastery of the air in air battles and, when necessary, created
diversions by attacking enemy personnel on the ground. Tactical bombardment
operated within 25,000 yards of the front lines. Its objectives were to assist in the
destruction of enemy materiel, to undermine the morale of enemy personnel, and
to force hostile aireraft to arise and accept combat by attacking enemy airdromes.
Mitchell considered that strategical aviation included pursuit, day-bombardment,
and night-bombardment squadrons. The radius of actions of strategical aviation
units was usually more than 25,000 yards in advance of friendly troops. The object
of strategical aviation was "to destroy the means of supply of an enemy army,
thereby preventing it from employing all of its means in combat." Such would be
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accomplished, Mitchell stated, by destroying enemy aircraft, air depots, and
defensive air organization, as well as enemy depots, factories, lines of
communications, and personnel.

The issuance of Mitchell’s "General Principles" apparently coincided both with
his assumption of duty as air service commander, Zone of Advance, and with the
first arrivals of US Air Service squadronsin France, The 1st Aero Squadron arrived
overseas on 3 September 1917, where it was equipped with Salmson aircraft and
trained as a corps observation squadron before it was assigned to the front on 8
April 1918, By the Armistice on 11 November 1918, the US Air Service in France
would comprise 45 squadrons, including six army observation, 12 corps
observation, 20 pursuit, one night-bombardment and six day-bombardment
squadrons. Twelve of these squadrons were unltimately equipped with
American-built DH-4 aircraft; the other squadrons flew Salmson, Spad, Breguet,
or Sopwith Camel planes purchased from the French and British. After training in
the inactive Toul sector of the Western Front, US Air Sexvice units were employed
in support of the US I Corps at the Marne and Vesel rivers in July and August
1918. The greatest American air action, however, came in support of the US First
Army in the Saint-Mihiel and Argonne-Meuse offensives beginning in September
1918, For the Saint-Mihiel offensive, Mitchell had the services of British and
French as well as US squadrons; altogether he had the use of 701 pursuit, 323
day-bomber, 91 night-bomber, and 366 observation aircraft —atotal of 1,481 planes
of which about one-third were American,

The air action in these battles illustrated the value of concentrated air forces,
but the employment of aviation continued to be planned in terms of the ground
mission. Although Air Service officers spoke of the desirability of attaining aerial
supremacy, they considered that this was possible only in certain selected sectors
for limited periods of time, The major mission of pursuit aviation was described as
being "to keep clear of enemy airplanes an area about 10,000 yards deep in front
of the line of battle." This zone was the area in which corps and division observation
aircraft flew and, thus, the objective of pursuit aviation was defined as "the
destruction of the enemy air service and the protection of our own observation
aircraft.” The primary object of day-bombing attacks was said tobe "the destruction
of the enemy’s morale, materiel and personnel." In this effort, "the ratio of the effect
of lowering the enemy’s morale over that of destruction was estimated as about 20
to 1." Bombing and strafing of ground targets proved advisable only when air
supremacy was attained, a lesson learned by hard experience. According to
Colonel Milling, the US Air Service’s day-bombing force sustained about 60
percent losses during the Battle of Saint-Mihiel when it was closely escorted by
pursuit aircraft, Being tied to the bombardment planes, the pursuit aircraft always
had to fight on the defensive. The solution, which cut losses to 8 percent, was a
double offensive wherein the bombardment planes carried out their attacks agamnst
ground targets and the pursuit aircraft aimed their attacks against the enemy
fighters that always arose to meet the bombardment planes. Even bombardment
missions were thought of in terms of the high-priority observation function, since
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\ these missions "invariably drew engmy pursuit from the rest of the front, rendering
! it safe for our corps observation,"

In the battles of France the employment of tactical aviation by the Air Service
officers was generally in accordance with the plan of the ground battle, At the end
| of World War I, General Patrick believed that experience had "clearly
;  demonstrated the fact that the work of the observer and observation pilot is the
| most important and far-reaching which an Air Service operating with an Army is
¢ calleduponto perform.”** Colonel Lahm agreed that "the main function of aviation
' is observation and that all hinges on that Program." And Colonel Milling
emphasized that "the Air Service is of value to the military establishment only

insofar as it is correlated to the other arms."®

)

Thoughts on Strategic Bombing

In the summer of 1917, the members of the Bolling aeronautical commission .
had enthusiastically supported a plan whereby US strategical bombers and fighters
would be employed against Germany. When the Bolling commission broke up on
15 August 1917, Bolling was promoted to the rank of colonel and given the title of
assistant chief of air service, line of communication. Maj EdgarS. Gorrell, a young
aeronautical engineer who had come to France with Bolling, was detailed in charge
of the Air Service, Technical Section, in Paris. Gorrell was in charge of initiating
purchases of air materiel in Enrope. His studies led him to believe that the United
States should purchase or build a sufficiently large number of night bombers to
carry out a systematic bombardment of Germany. Gorrell believed that a force of
from 3,000 to 6,000 bombers would be adequate for this purpose. What the
influence of Caproni had been on the original Bolling commission report may only
be speculative, but in October 1917 both Bolling and Gorrell were in active
correspondence with the Italian aircraft manufacturer. Sometime during October,
Caproni collaborated with his friend Capt Giulio Douhet in the preparation of a
'‘Memorandum on the ‘Air War’ for the US Air Service," which urged that mass
attacks made at night by long-range Allied bombers against industrial targets deep .
within Germany and Austria definitely could overwhelm the enemy by substantially
reducing his war production at the same time that Allied production was
increasing. That same month, Caproni gave Gorrell a little book signed by Nino
Salveneschi and entitled Let Us Kill the War; Let Us Aim at the Heart of the Enemy.
Evidenfly written by a journalist to represent Caproni’s views, this small,
English-text book was a further exposition of the corcept of strategic
bombardment. In November 1917 Bolling personally advised Howard Coffin, the
chairman of the Aircraft Production Board in Washington, that the United States
ought to give a higher priority to the production and procurement of bomber
aircraft than to observation and fighter aircraft.”

When General Foulois arrived in Paris in November 1917, he divided the Air
Service, Zone of Advance, into Tactical Aviation and Strategical Aviation and
placed Colonel Gorrell in charge of the latter organization, which was to be a
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planning staff pending the arrival of bombardment squadrons, For staff support,
Gorrell obtained Majors Harold Fowler and Millard F. Harmon and borrowed
Wing Comdr Spencer Gray, a British Royal Navy Air Service officer. These men
drew up a proposal for a bombing campaign, which they submitted to Foulois on
28 November 1917, This paper pointed out that the Getmans were reported to be
building great numbers of large Gotha bombers in preparation for a bombing
campaign, The Gorrell plan, therefore, stated that it was "of paramount importance
that we adopt at once a bombing project . . . at the quickest possible moment, in
order that we may not only wreck Germany’s manufacturing centers but wreck
them more completely than she will wreck ours next year.” The plan proposed that
the bombing attacks would be mounted by day and night from airfields in the
Toul-Verdun area against industrial plants around Dusseldorf, Cologae,
Mannheim, and in the Saar Valley. Up to 100 squadrons should be directed against
each of these targets in turn, the idea being to keep a given target under a sustained
. bombardment up to five hours at a time. Such an assault would overwhelm target
defenses, wreck manufacturing works, and shatter the morale of workmen.’

In Great Britain popular dissatisfaction with the ability of the the air defenses
to deal with Zeppelin and Gotha attacks against London forced a reorganization
of aviation affairs. On the advice of a board headed by Lt Gen Jan Christian Smuts
(with strong support from Winston Churchill), the British government set up a
separate Air Ministry in December 1917, In the culmination of this reform in April
1918, the Royal Flying Corps and the Royal Naval Service were recombined into
the Royal Air Force, but, as a more immediate action, General Trenchard was
directed to concentrate abomber force at Nancy and begin attacks against German
industrial centezs. Since the British were already operating from Nancy, the US
Alr Service agreed with Trenchard’s suggestion in December 1917 that American
bomber squadrons arriving in France initially operate with British units. Here
matters stood on 5 February 1918 when Colonel Gorrell was transferred to the
AEF General Staff. On 26 March Colonel Bolling was killed by German soldiers
while reconnoitering the ground front.®

. Although Gorrell’s successor in Strategical Aviation busied himself making
plans for the eventual reception of US bombardment squadrons, the establishment
of the British Independent Air Force at Nancy under command of General
Trenchard on 5 June 1938 forced a reconsideration of American planning, Since
the British Independent Air Force received its orders from the Air Ministry rather
than from the Allied commander in chief Marshal Ferdinand Foch, the American
Expeditionary Forces ruled that US bomber squadrons could not operate
integrally with it. General Pershing’s chief of staff also notified General Patrick
that all Air Service officers "must be warned against anyidea of independence and
. .. that every force must be closely coalescent with those of the remainder of the
Air Service and with those of the Grand Army." Believing that the use of the term
strategical aviatton had led persons to think that this activity was independent,
Generat Patrick directed in June 1918 that the activity would be known as the
General Headquarters Air Service Reserve.?® Marshal Foch believed that the
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enemy’s army was the enemy’s strength; he maintained that bombers should attack
the enemy’s economy only as a secondary function, The military representatives of
the Allied Supreme War Council on 3 August 1918 accordingly established an
Inter-Allied Bombing Force that was to operate against the German economy only
after requirements of the armies in the field had been met or in Inlls between
ground battles 4

Although the Allies moved toward acceptance of strategic bombing, the amount
of effort that could be devoted to attacks against Germany’s economy was not large,
From 6 June 1918 to the Armistice, the British Independent Air Force consisted
of only nine squadrons, some of which were equipped with planes that had been
obsolete for several years. In these months, the Independent Air Force dropped
some 550 tons of bombs on about 50 targets. Trenchard recognized that his effort
was spread very thinly, but his major hope was to disrupt enemy morale.* Had the
war continued, the US Air Service would have joined the strategic bombing effort.
Back in the United States, however, indecision as to which bombers would be ‘
produced and then slowness in production denied the Air Service a bomber force.
In line with the original Bolling recommendations, the United States initially
undertook to manufacture Caproni bombers; it also decided to produce
British-designed Handley-Page bombers. Since it would be difficult to ship the
bombers across the ocean, Handley-Page parts would be manufactured in the
United States and the planes would be assembled in Great Britain. On 28 June
1918 an Air Service, Night Bombardment Section, was opened in England to
superintend the equipment and training of a nizht-bomber force, but none of the
expected Handley-Page aircraft became availzble before the Armistice, A single
US night-bomber squadron, equipped with improvised DH-4B and old Farman
FE-2B aircraft, was committed to the front on 9 November 1918, Looking
backward at the failure of the strategical aviation program, Colonel Gorrell
observed that "entirely too much optimism was felt for the American Production
Program" and that "the Air Service failed to secure the approval of the General
Staff of its plans for the employment of this aviation and consequently suffered
from the fact that its plans for the use of the Strateglcal Air Service were not .
synchronized properly . . . with the ideas of GHQ."

America’s Wartime Aviation Accomplishments

In view of the divided War Department authority for training and operations
and for aircraft production, it was not remarkable that US air unit programs were
subject to frequent revision during the course of World War I In August 1917 the
Aviation Section secured approval for a program including 345 combat squadrons,
of which 263 were intended for use in Europe by June 1918, Because of lagging
aircraft production early in 1918, however, the War Department approved a
program of 120 combat squadrons to be at the Western Front by Jannary 1919. In
August 1918 the War Department and Gereral Pershing finally agreed on a
program calling for 202 squadrons to be at the front by July 1919. This force would
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have included 60 pursuit, 49 corps observation, 52 army observation, 14
day-bombing, and 27 night-bombing squadrons, plus 133 balloon observation
companies. Since aircraft production was beginning to achieve success late in 1918,
it appeared g)robablc that this program objective could bave been met had the war
continued.**> When hostilities ended on 11 November 1918, however, just 45
American air squadrons—with 740 airplanes, 767 pilots, 481 observers, and 23
aerial gunners—were actually assigned to the Air Service, AEF. On the Marne, at
Saint-Mihiel, and in the Argonne, US pilots shot down 781 enemy aircraft and
destroyed 73 enemy observation balloons, US losses in air battles included 239
airplanes and 48 balloons brought down by the enemy. The US squadrons
participated in 150 bombmg raids, during which they dropped more than 275,000
pounds of exploswes During the war the United States manufactured 11,760
airplanes, and, as of 11 November 1918, the Air Service, AEF, had received 6,284
planes — 4,791 from the French, 261 from the British, 19 from the Italians, and 1,213
from the United States.*

Viewed in themselves, the statistics of US Air Service activities in World War I
were somewhat less than impressive. According to his memoirs, Gen William
Mitchell was not entirely happy that the Armistice had come before aviation had
proven itself. Mitchell would recall that by the spring of 1919 be had expected to
see great bombardment attacks against Germany’s economy and even a paratroop
employment of the 1st Infantry Division behind German lines. "I was sure that if
the war lasted," Mitchell recollected, "air power would decide it. d

The Mitchell Era: From Air Sexvice to Air Corps

"It is important for the winning of the war," stated the report of Field Marshal
Jan Christian Smuts’s committee on air organization and home defense to the
British prime minister on 17 August 1917, "that we should not only secure ar
predominance, but secure it on a verylarge scale; and having secured it in this war
we should make every effort and sacrifice to maintain it for the future. Air
supremacy may in the Iong run become as important a factor in the defense of the
Empire as sea supremacy 7 In the United Kingdom, the finding of the Smuts
committee that the Royal Flying Corps and the Royal Navy Air Service had been
bitterly struggling over limited supplies of planes, engines, and personnel available
led to the establishment of the Air Ministry in December 1917 and the Royal Air
Force in April 1918. Word of the British action reached the United States without
delay and caused a renewed congressional and popular demand for a US Air
Service altogether separate from the War and Navy departments.

Within the War Department, it was evident that the separation of
responsibilities between the Division of Military Aeronautics and Bureau of
Aircraft Production presented an inherent organizational defect. In a
memorandum written on 6 June 1918, Col Henry H, "Hap" Arnold, assistant
director of the Division of Military Aeronautics, stated that the division must
control the design of the equipment with which it was fo operate. Arnold did not
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care who handled supply, but he argued that the Division of Military Aeronautics
could not properly be held accountable for operational and military efficiency as
long as the Bureau of Aircraft Production was responsible for the quality, design,
and production of military aircraft. To alleviate some of the criticism of military
aeronautics organization, Secretary Baker on 28 August 1918 appointed John D,
Ryan as second assistant secrefary of war and director of air service. Since Ryan
continued tohead the Bureau of Aircraft Production, all Army aviation affairs were
in theory under one civilian head. This reorganization, however, had hardly taken
effect before the Armistice brought Ryan’s resignation, leaving all the offices he
had held vacant. In January 1919 Maj Gen Charles T. Menoher, a nonflying officer
who had commanded the 42d (Rainbow) Division and the VI Army Corps in
France, was appointed director of air service. On 19 March 1919 President
Woodrow Wilson signed an execntive order that dissolved the old Aircraft
Production Board and placed the Bureau of Adrcraft Production immediately
under the director of air service. This executive action finally united all Army .
aviation functions in the Air Service, but President Wilson had acted under
wartime reorganizational authority and the final status of the Air Service would
have to be enacted into law by Congress.®®

Desiring that the lessons of World War I should be recorded promptly by the
leaders who had participated in field operations, General Pershing on 19 April
1919 convened a superior board in Paris under the presidency of Maj Gen J oseph
T. Dickman to review the findings of boards of senior officers to be appointed from
each branch of the American Expeditionary Forces, including the Air Service. The
report of the Air Service Board headed by General Foulois was genorally
conservative and recommended that most of the Air Service should be assigned to
armies, corps, and divisions. The report, nevertheless, proposed that a separate
general headquarters (GHQ) reserve be created. This air reserve would be no
smaller than an aerial division, comprised of a bombing brigade (a night-bombing
wing and a day-bombing wing) and a pursuit brigade (two day wings) plus a
10-percentreserve of all units assigned to armizs, corps, and divisions, But General
Patrick took exception with the Foulois board’s insisting that the prime function .
of the Air Service was to obtain and transmit information, that the prime function
of pursuit was to prevent enemy observation and protect friendly observation
planes, and that aircraft intended for bombing distant objectives or industrial
centers were a "luxury." "It follows," Patrick wrote, "that when it is possible to place
such a bombing force in the field, its size should be limited only by the nation’s
ability to provide it and by the number and importance of the enemy activities which
are to be attacked."®

The Dickman board’s report noted that the Air Service, AEF, had developed
along four general lines: observation, distant reconnaissance and bombing
operations, aerial combat, and combat against ground troops. The board stated
that air combat against ground troops was not well developed and predicted that
this type of aerial work could be made more effective and decisive than distant
bombing operations, The Dickman board concluded,
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Nothing so far brought out in the war, shows that aenal activities can be carried on
mmdependently of ground troops, to such an extent as to matenally affect the conduct of
the war as a whole It1s possible, perhaps, that future wars may develop aerial forces of
far greater extent than those provided n this war It 1s safe to assume that Aar Forees
will not be developed for war purposes to such an extent as to largely supplant ground
and water forces, until such a proportion of the people become anfazing people as are
now known as seafarmg people.

The board added that "so long as present conditions prevail . . av1at10n must
continue to be one of the auxiliaries of the principal arm, the Infantry

Other reports, manuals, and histories prepared at the Headquarters Air
Service, AEF, in Paris and elsewhere in Europe during the immediate
posthostilities period reflected the overriding importance of observation in the Air
Service mission. Written in March 1919, but not published until later, General
Patrick’s Firal Report of the Chief of Air Service, AEF stated that toregard air forces

. as separate and distinct from other component parts of the Army would be “to
sacrifice the cohesion and unity of effort which alone distinguishes an army from
a mob*! Two tentative manuals prepared under the direction of Colonel
Gorrell—entitled "Notes on the Employment of the Air Service from the General
Staff Viewpoints" (February 1919) and "Tentative Manual for the Employment of
Air Service" (April 1919) —represented the belief "that in the future, asin the past,
the final decision in war must be made by men on the ground, willing to come
band-to-hand with the enemy. When the Infantry loses the Army loses. It is
therefore the role of the Air Semce, as well as that of the other arms, to aid the
chief combatant, the Infantry. %2 The latter manual also noted that "the greatest
value of the Air Service to date has been in gathering information of the enemy
and of our own troops." As a final basic consideration relative to air attack, the
manual observed that "the morale effect on ground troops is out of all proportion
to the material destruction wrought.® The manual of operations for Air Service
units which General Mitchell issuved at Koblenz as Air Service commander, US
Third Army, on 23 December 1918 portrayed aviation as a supporting arm for the

. infantry rather than as a decisive force.>*

Meanwhile back in Washington during 1919 and 1920, eight separate bills
proposing the creation of a separate military aviation establishment were
introduced in the US Congress. The leading measures were the New and Curry
bills, each of which sought to create an executive department of aeronautics.” On
8 August 1919, the secretary of war appointed a board of general officers headed
by General Mencker to report on these bills. After study, the Menoher board
reported general agreement on several fundamental considerations: aeronautics
would play an increasingly important role in a future war in proportion to the
capacity of a nation to produce aircraft and train personnel for aircraft
maintenance and operation; no nation could afford to maintain military air fleets
required for war in time of peace; the nation that first mobilized a superior air fleet
after a war began would have an undoubted advantage; and a nation desirably
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should have a full development of commercial aviation in order to provide military
potential in time of war, The board stated that a single government agency ought
to be established for research and development and for procurement of military,
naval, and commercial aircraft. It recommended that the government also should
develop and operate air route facilities and that it might provide direct subsidies
to airline companies but that it should not undertake the production of aircraft.
Whether or not a single separate governmental agency for research and
development, procurement, and subsidization of the civil air fleet could be
established, however, would depend on the magnitude of federal expenditures that
Congress would be willing to vote for natioral aeronautics.>®

The Menoher board revealed an understanding of the nation’s requirement for
a progressive development of aviation potential, but it counld see no need for a
separate Army-Navy aeronautical service. It stated: "An air force acting
independently cannot win 2 war against a civilized nation, nor by itself, accomplish
a decision against forces on the ground.” On the other hand, military forces conld .
not be efficiently trained nor could they operate effectively without air force
support. With respect to an army, an air force was an essential combat branch, and
it had to be an integral part of an army command "not only during battle but also
during its entire period of its doctrinal training," The Menoher panel stated that
the outstanding defect of the Air Service, AEF, had been its lack of cooperative
training with the Army, and it quoted extensively from the Dickman board’s
findings to substantiate the air mission as being one of support for ground
operations, The creation of the Royal Air Force in Great Britain was said fo have
been motivated "for political rather than military reasons.” In regard to the exact
organization of the air component of the Army, the Menoher board recommended
that the military air force was an essential combat branch and ought to be placed
on an equal footing with the infantry, cavalry, and artillery, "Whatever may be the
decision as to a separate Aeronautical Department,” the board concluded, "the
military air force must remain under the complete control of the Army and form
an integral part thereof both in peace and war."

In the late spring of 1919 the case for a separate air force drew support from
the report of a mission headed by Assistant Secretary of War Benedict Crowell. 0
Including American industrialists as well as Army and Navy officers, the Crowell
mission visited France, Italy, and England, and conferred with civil and military
leaders. The report noted a general agreement in Europe that "any future war will
inevitably open with great aerial activity far in advance of contact either upon Jand
or sea, and that victory cannot but incline to that belligerent able to first achieve
and later maintain its supremacy in the air." Italy and France were said to realize
the military-naval and civil-commercial aspects of aircraft, and Great Britain was
reported "to consider the dominance of the air as at least of equal importance with
that of the seas, and is frankly and avowedly planning a definite policy of aerial
development to that end.” Presented to the secretary of war on 19 July 1919, the
Crowell mission report recommended the establishment of a single department of
air that would be coequal to the departments of War, Navy, and Commerce, and
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would have subdepartments including civil acronautics, military aeronautics, naval
acronautics, and supply and research. Apparently because the Crowell report did
not follow accepted viewpoints, Secretary Baker allegedly made effortstosuppress
it. The general contents of the report were soon known to aviation enthusiasts; but
Secretary Baker did not release it until December 1919, when he made the
observation that the mission had "gone too far in suggesting a single centralized
Air Service." Military pilots, Baker stated, had to be trained "to fight singly or in
formation, and to operate in coordination with other branches of the military
service."

Mitchell’s Early Thinking on Air Power

In his combat command in Europe, Gen Billy Mitchell had become America’s
hero and "prince of the air." While he would later rewrite and add explanatorynotes
. to his "diary of war-time experiences" that would indicate his early support for the
concept of strategic bombardment, Mitchell’'s wartime activities and writings
indicated that he cooperated with the desires of his Army superiors with little real
question.s “TnJ anuary 1919, however, Mitchell was ordered to return to the United
States to become director of military acronautics. Fle may well have recognized
that he was returning to the United States at a time when the nation lacked an air
policy. Instead of looking backward at World War I, he began to look ahead to
logical projections of air power capabilities. One thing was clear, the Air Service
needed a definite mission of a distinctive nature. In 1915, when he had been
assigned to the War Department General Staff, Mitchell had prepared a survey of
America’s aviation needs in which he had theorized that Army aviation would be
avaluable "second line of defense" if the Navy’s "first line of defense" should fail to
stop an invasion of the United States. He had made the point that aviation attached
to harbor and coastal defenses would be useful both for reconnaissance and for
preventing similar enemy activity, Aircraft could destroy an invader’s airplanes,
attack his submarines, and disrupt the operations of his minelayers 50 Somethng
of these earlier thoughts may have been in Mitchell's mind while he was returning
. to the United States; a naval officer with him aboard the westbound Aquitania duly
reported that Mitchell was "fully prepared, with evidence, plans, data,
propaganda, posters and articles, to break things wide open” for air power.
When Mitchell assumed office as director of mulitary aeronautics on 6 March
1919, the duties of this position had already been superseded in large measure by
the appointment of General Menoher as director of air service, Menoher, however,
assigned Mitchell as the chief of the Air Sexvice’s Training and Operations Group,
the headquartexs agency charged with the preparation of tactical manuals and war
plans.‘?'2 In the Training and Operations Group, Mitchell gathered a team of
veteran airmen, including Colonel Milling and Lt Cols William C, Sherman, Leslie
MacDill, and Lewis H. Brereton. Obviously stimulating each other’s thinking, these
men developed many of the ideas that eventually would be recognized as Air Force
doctrine. The activities of the Training and Operations Group were so clearly
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contrary to the official positions of the War Department and of General Mencher
that Lt Col Oscar Westover, who was Menoher’s executive officer, recommended
on5May 1919 that Menoher ought either to get a statement of loyalty from Mitchell
or to relieve all of the division heads of the Training and Operations Group.63

As Mitchell and his associates assessed the situation confronting the Air
Service, they recognized, first of all, that normalcy was wrecking the nation’s armed
forces and particularly its air forces. In the rapid demobilization, the number of
Air Service officers dropped from 20,000 to a little more than a nucleus of 200
regular officers in 1919, and these regulars were only on detail from other branches
of the Army. While Mitchell maintained his rank by occupying a statutory
assignment, most Air Service officers returned to their regular ranks, mostly in
company grades, when they reached the United States, General Foulois would later
recall the sheer shock that he felt when he walked down the gangplank in New York
as a wartime brigadier general and became a captain when he stepped on the dock;
within a few months, however, he was promoted to major.%* Even more important
was the affect of the return to peace on the development of the airplane. "The .
airplane,” Sherman wrote,

15 m its nfancy. Many of 1ts features today show the crudity characteristic of all early
efforts, But as we compare the airplane of 1918 with that of 1914, 1t 15 apparent that
progress during that peried was unbelievably rapid, This was due, of course, to the
urgentdemand of war Now the acceleration of war hasbeen lost; nor does thers appear
to be any great stimulus t0 advancement i commercial demand We may expect,
therefore, that progresswill be matenally slowed down, erther until development makes
the aitplane widely useful to commerce, or until we encounter again the msistent
demand of war

In their assessment of the impact of the airplane on the art of war, the Mitchell
group drew an important distinction between the effect of air action on land
warfare and sea warfare. "On land," Sherman reasoned, "battle is determined by
morale: The aim therefore is to destroy morale by methods that are based on
unchanging human nature." Naval warfare, on the other hand, was a product of
industtial and inventive genfus and firepower. Aircraft, together with submarines,
had the ability to destroy naval vessels, and it was cbvious that the airplane had ‘
altered the means by which sea power was to be attained.5 At a meeting of the
Navy’s General Board on 3 April 1919, Mitchell urged that aircraft could
successfully attack naval warships, stated that the acrial defense of the nation’s
coasts should be assigned to land-based aircraft, and urged that the United States
should organize a ministry of defense, combining army, navy, and air forces under
one direction.5” Mitchell was not again invited to appear before the Navy's General
Board, but he presented a steady flow of aviation ideas to the congressional
commiftees that sat almost continuously during 1919, He advocated a single
department of aviation with military, naval, and civil divisions. "The principal
mission of aviation is fighting hostile aviation," he said, "and it does not make any
difference where it is found, whether over the water or over the land, the mission
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of aviation is to destroy that force." "We believe if we are allowed to expand,” he
continued, "we can put the navy under the water in a comparatively few years as
an offensive force against us. We believe we can have a great effect on land
operations, although not to the same extent that we can against a navy, because an
army can hide itself too we. 68 17f we give up the air to a foreign power,” Mitchelt
testified on 5 December 1919, "it has been proved during the war that they can
cause incalculable damage with their air service alone by hitting our industrial and
other centers of organization for war, and in all probability they could bring about
a decision by their air service alone." Mitchell also emphasized a need for unity of
air command:

The princzpal misston. . . of aviation 15 the destructron of the hostile aviation, i the
same way that the principal nussion of the navy s the destruction of the hostile navy, or
the prinerpal mission of an army 15 destruction of the hostile army, Therefore, in order
to unite and bring your greatest effect to bear in any one place it is necessary to unite
all the elements of your awiation at the place where the decision 15 called for, no matter
. whether it 15 war on the sea or war on land.

In the same months that Mitchell was carrying on the fight for a separate
department of aviation, he and other officers were also defining a role for an
expanded Air Service within the Army. Major Foulois, who was assigned to the
director of air service’s office, bitterly attacked the shortsighted policies of Army
General Staff officers in testimony before a congressional committee on 16
October 1919. These officers, Foulois said, were interested onlyin a"defensive use”
of aircraft and had neglected "the fighting side of aircraft." Although Foulois
presented an elaborate justification of the materiel and logistical advantages tobe
obtained from a Department of Aeronautics and although he was far more critical
of the General Staff than was Mitchell at this early date, he was somewhat less
positive about the relationship of aeronautics to the national defense. "The use of
aircraft during the recent war," he said, "has fully demonstrated the fact that in
fature wars aircraft will play a part second only to the infantry." Headded: "In time
of war there is no question but that, in order to get the maximuam efficiency of all

. elements of a military command, air service units as well as any other units, must
come under the command of the supreme military commander in the field 170

In a paper entitled "Tactical Application of Military Aeronautics," apparently
prepared in January 1920, Mitchell defined the principal mission and the
secondary employment of aeronautics. "The principal mission of Aeronautics,' he
stated, "is to destroy the aeronautical force of the enemy, and, after this, to attack
his formations, both tactical and strategical, on the ground or on the water. The
secondaryemployment of Aeronautics pertains to their use as an auxiliary to troops
on the ground for enhancing their effect against the hostile troops." In this paper,
Mitchell divided combat aviation into four branches (which would be classic for
many years): pursuit, bombardment, attack, and observation aviation. Pursuit
aviation was "designed to take and hold the offensive in the air against all hostile
aircraft® and it was to be the branch with which "air supremacy is sought and
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obtained." Bombardment aviation was "organized for the purpose of attacking
enemy concentration points of all sorts at a distance from their front lines. Probably
its greatest value is in hitting an enemy’s great nerve centers at the very beginning
of the war so as to paralyze them to the greatest extent possible.” Attack aviation
was a specialized branch that had only begun coming into being when the war
ended inEurope. Attack planes would be heavilyarmed and armored "flying tanks"
that would prosecnte low-level attacks against hostile troops, tanks, artillery, motor
vehicles, railway trains, or anything of that sort. Observation aviation was the
branch "concerned more with the troops on the ground than any other." In the
conduct of combat air operations, Mitchell envisioned that the superior command
would outline the broad plan of operation and that the Air Service commander
would prepare detailed air plans in conjunction with the Army G-3 operations and
G-2 information branches. When approved by the supetior commander, these
plans wounld become orders.

Aviation Is Integrated into Army and Navy

Despite the ardent pleadings of aviation enthusiasts, the War and Navy
departments acted in unison during 1919 and 1920 to integrate acronautics into
the existing establishment. One of Mitchell’s most telling arguments in favor of a
separate air force had to do with its potential effectiveness for the coastal defenses
of the United States. Allegedly to meet this line of argumentation, Secretary Baker
in July 1919 sponsored a reconstitution of the Joint Army and N; avy Board, which
had been organized in 1903 but had ceased to function. Baker expressed
confidence that the Joint Board would produce cooperation in developing the air
services of the Army and Navy.”® Late in December 1919 the Joint Board
recommended a statement of Army-Navy functions in war that was immediately
accepted by the secretaries of war and Navy. The policy statement directed that
Army aircraft would operate from bases on shore as an arm of the mobile army;
against enemy aircraft in defense of all shore establishments; or alone, in
cooperation with other arms of the Army, or with the Navy against enemy vessels
engaged in attacks on the coast, such as bombardment of the coast, operations .
preparatoryto or during the landing of troops, and operations such as laying mines
or attacks on shipping in the vicinity of defended ports. Navy aircraft would
operate from mobile floating bases or from naval air stations on shore as an arm
of the fleet; for overseas scouting; against enemy shore establishments when such
operations were conducted in cooperation with other types of naval forces or when
their mission was primarily naval; to protect coastal sea communications by
reconnajssance and patrol of coastal sea areas, to defend convoy operations, and
to attack enemy submarines, aircraft, or surface vessels through the sea area; and
alone orin cooperation with other arms of the Navy or with the Army against eneray
vessels engaged in attacks on the coast. Marine aircraft wounld perform the
functions normally assigned to Army aircraft when the operations were in
commection with an advance base in which operations of the Army were not
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represented. The name of the old Joint Army and Navy Board on Aeronautics was
changed to the Aeronautical Board, and it was agreed that to prevent duplication
and secure coordination of effort for new projects for the construction of aircraft,
experimental stations, coastal air stations, and stations to be used jointly by the
Army and Navy would be submitted to the Acronautical Board for study and
recommendations,

When General Pershing refurned from Europe in the autumn of 1919, Air
Service partisans had great hope that he might support their stand for a separate
aviation department, Pershing had organized the Air Service, AEF, as a separate
component, and in an appearance before a joint meeting of the Senate and House
Committees on Military Affairs he indicated a belief that cooperation and
coordination between the different departments of the government that nsed
airships would be essential to the development of aviation. In aletter to General
Menoher on 12 January 1920, however, Pershing explained that his testimony had
been misunderstood. He unequivocally asserted: "An air force, acting

. independently, can of its own account neither win a war at the present time nor, so
far as we can tell, at any time in the future. An air force by itself cannot obtain a
decision against forces on the ground," He stressed that a mulitary air force was an
essential combat branch and should form an integral part of the Army not only
during battle but during the entire period in which troops received doctrinal
training, He hoped that the Air Service would be established as a separate arm of
the Army, coordinate in status with the Infantry, Cavalry, and Artillery.74

Despite indications of a considerable sentiment among its members for a
separate department of aeronautics, Congress finally voted to preserve the status
of organization already existing as a result of wartime changes. As a part of the
Army Reorganization Act of 1920, which became law on 4 June 1920, the Air
Service was made a part of the combat line of the Army and no changes were made
in its existing relations with the War Department General Staff.” Still far from
beaten by the course events were taking, General Mitchell urged the House
Committee on Military Affairs to add a clause to the Army appropriation bill for
fiscal year 1921 to provide that the Army Air Service should control all aerial

. operations from land bases and that the Navy should control all aerial operations
attached to a fleet. This clause was opposed by the secretaries of war and Navy,
but, as approved on 5 June 1920, the Army Appropriation Act provided: "That
hereafter the Army Air Service shall control all aerial operations from land bases,
and Naval Aviation shall have control of all aerial operations attached to a fleet,
including shore stations whose maintenance is necessary for operation connected
with the fleet, for construction and experimentation and for the training of
personnel.”

Reportedly under pressure from the War Department General Staff to bring
Mitchell into line, General Menoher made a number of changes within the Office
of the Chief of Air Service following its legal estabhshment on 4 June 1920. Since
the position of director of military aeronautics was abolished, Menoher named
Mitchell as assistant chief of the Air Service and gave him no specific duties in the
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new position other than to advise upon Air Service matters.”’ Mitchell was also
relieved as chief of the Training and Operations Group. Majors Milling and
Sherman, having lost their wartime ranks, were transferred to the new Air Service
Field Officers School, which the War Departrient had anthorized at Langley Field,
Virginia, on 25 March 1920, The Training and Operations Group continued to be
responsible for prescribing tactical methods and enunciating tactical doctrine. But,
hampered by a serious loss of personnel, the group tended to retrogress in its
doctrinal thinking, Prepared by the old regime and printed in April 1920, the Air
Service’s Aerial Bombardment Manual looked to the future. "Bombardment from
occupying a practically nonexistent and unimportant part in the war," it asserted,
"has become a very important branch of the Air Service, and it s believed by many
that if carried out in sufficient numbers it will win a war." But no such
forward-looking thoughts appeared in the next edition of this same manual, which
was issued in September 1920 after the reassignments and cutbacks of personnel,
This latter edition of derial Bombardment was, in fact, little more than a reprint of .

the manual that had been prepared by the Air Service, AEF. S

Since he now lacked formal duties in the Air Service, Mitchell spent much of
his time presenting the argument for a separate acronautical department to the
public and continuing the aircraft versus naval vessels controversy.’” During the
winter of 1920-21 he wrote Our Air Force, which summarized his views on aviation.
He predicted that future wars would include the destruction of entire cities by
airborne gas attacks. "Asaprelude to any engagement of military or naval forces,"
he predicted, "a contest must take place for control of the air. ‘The first battles of
any future war will be air battles. The nation winning them is practically certain to
win the whole war, because the victorious air service will be able to operate and
increase without hindrances." He called for the development of a metal-skin
aircraft, which would replace fabric-covered planes, and stated that the United
States should possess about 5,000 modern airplanes, with twice that number 1n
reserve. Fifteen hundred of the active aircraft should be assigned to the Armyand
Navy for observation and the remaining 3,500 planes should be held in an air
striking force that would be about 60 percent pursnit, 20 percent bombardment,
and 20 percent attack planes. He asserted that the Navy should possess 20 aircraft .
carriers, but no battleships, cruisers, or similar warships, Reductions in the Navy’s
surface fleet would sustain the added cost of aeronautical development. ¥

Seeking to secure some evidence with which to refute MitchelP’s charges that
capital ships were vulnerable to air attack, the Navy secretly exploded a 900-pound
bomb on the deck of the obsolete battleship Indiana in October 1920, It
subsequently announced that the tests demonstrated that aircraft could not sink a
battleship, but publication of photographs of the battered vessel led Mitchell to
comment that "neither coast defense guns nor a defending fleet of battleships need
fire a gun in repelling the attack of a foreign fleet if we have a properly organized
Air Force*! In testifying on the Army appropriation bill in Yanuary 1921, Mitchelt
pointedly challenged the Navy to permit a live bombing test. "Aviation," he said,
"must be ready when the war starts, because that is when aviation will be called on.
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That is when it will have its greatest effect, and we want to keep the organizations
we have in service equipped with modern equipment and have enough in storage
to last for two or three months of an ordinary war." As for the role of an air force
in a land war, Mitchell saw its chief employment aganst hostile lines of
communication. "I want it to be distinctly understood," he said, "that I do not
consider that the air force is to be considered as in any sense supplanting the Army.
You have always got to come to man power as the ultimate thing, but we do believe
that the air force will control all the communications, and that it will have a very
great effect on the land troops, and a decisive one against a navy.”

Spurred on by congressional demands, the Navy agreed to stage aerial-bombing
tests against captured German warships off the Atlantic coast during the sunimer
of 1921, Based at Langley Field, the 1st Provisional Air Brigade —with Mitchell in

command and Milling as chief of staff - practiced bombing for several weeks, and
on 18 and 21 July the brigade successfu]ly attacked and sank the cruiser Frankfort
. and the battleship Ostﬁzesland 3 In bis report to General Menoher (which was
leaked to the press when Menoher would not make it public), Mitchell claimed
that "the problem of the destruction of seacraft by Air Forces had been solved and
is finished." He concluded his statement by calling for the organization of a
department of mational defense, with a staff common to all services and with
subsecretaries of army, navy, and air forces; only with such an organization would
the United States be able to make correct decisions in choosing weapons for the
future defense of the nation® As early as June 1921, Menoher had asked that
Mitchell be transferred away from Washington; and following the illicit publication
of the bombing report, Menoher told Secretary of War John W, Weeks that either
he or Mitchell had to go.

Allegedly because he had failed "to handle and discipline" Mitchell, Menoher
was relieved as chief of the Air Service, Selected by Secretary Weeks because of
his reputation for having straightened out "a tangled mess" in the Air Service, AEF,
General I’atnck was appointed chief of the Air Service and undertook the duty on
5 October 19213 As a nonflyer, Patrick told Mitchell that he would consult him

. on major decisions including general Air Service doctrine and policies, but that he

would be the chief in fact as well as in name and would make all final decisions.
Patrick said that Mitchell talked of resignation from the Army, but that on a little
reflection he saw fit to continue as assistant chief of the Air Service %

In the winter of 1921-22, allegedly to get him off the scene while the delicate
negotiations attending the Washinpton conference of the limitation of naval
armaments were in progress, Patrick seat Mitchell, accompanied by Lt Clayton
Bissell and aeronautical engineer Alfred Verville, on an inspection trip to France,
Ttaly, Germany, Holland, and England. In each of these countries, Mitchell
attempted to determine "the national policy of the country and the way in which it
was applied from an acronautical standpoint.” Mitchell professed to have founda
great emphasis upon aviation: "It is well known by all Evropean nations,” he
reported, "that an air force can be ready to strike at least two weeks before any
armies join battle. . . . If an air force is sufficiently well organized, equipped, and
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instructed, these armies probably never will come into contact as the air force will
settle the matter itself.” Applying what he had observed in Europe to the strategic
problem of the United States —namely, "the ability to attack at a distance and the
ability to aftack possible debarkations, other troops on the ground, and to cover
landings"— Mitchell advocated a unity of air command. The air force commander
not only should control the air force and army observation planes (in the beginning
of hostilities before ground combat was joined), but also all antiaireraft weapons,
searchlights, and barrage balloons. Since aviation’s primary mission was to destroy
hostile air forces, Mitchell urged that bombardment wings should be formed out
of two groups of high-speed, diving-type pursnit and one group of high-level
bombardment aircraft. Attack wings should comprise two groups of fast-climbing,
maneuverable pursnit and one group of armored attack aircraft. Mitchell
specificaily recommended that the minimum air force for the United States should
be one brigade of 600 planes behind the East Coast, one division of 1,200 planes
on the Pacific Coast. This force should be roughly one-fifth active air force and .
four-fifths reserve, which could be mobilized in two days. Mitchell ended hisreport
by pointing out:

The organization along our coasts 1s so complicated between the corps area, the coast
artillery, the naval districts, the coast guard, the air forces, the meteorological service
which 15 under the Department of Agriculture, and the radio service which 1s partly
under the navy and partly under the army that we would be ternibly handicapped and
our hands almost tied in case we were attacked by a firsi-class power.

In commenting upon his visit to Europe, Mitchell reported that he had met
"more men of exceptional ability in Italy than . . . in any other country." Ten years
would pass before Mitchell would mention that he had had "frequent
conversations: with the Italian air strategist Giulio Douhet, whose career paralleled
Mitchell’s own in many ways. Douhet had begun to write about military aviation in
1909; he had been imprisoned for a year in 1916-17 for having criticized Italy’s
wartime military policy; the court-martial had been expunged in 1920. Promoted
to general officer rank in 1921, Douhet completed his first serions treatise on
military aviation--I! Dominio dell’ Aria [the command of the air]—in October 0
1921. In this essay on the art of aerial warfare, Douhet demonstrated that two new
instruments of war—the aerial arm and poison gases—had been introduced in
World War I, For the future, he predicted: "Not only explosives, but also chemical
and bacteriological poisons can be carried by the aerial arm to any point of the
enemy’s territory, scattering death and destruction over the entire country of the
foe." Douhet argued that ground warfare would be progressively stalemated by
improvements in guns but that aircraft were instruments of incomparable
potentialities against which no effective defense except for the establishment of
command of the air could be foreseen. "*To prevent the enemy from harming us by
means of his air forces," he wrote, "there is no other practical method than to
destroy his air forces, , , . Command of the air means to be in a position to prevent
the enemy from flying, while at the same time retaining this right for one’s self."
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Believing that "it is easier to destroy the potentiality of the enemy in the air by
destroying the nests and eggs of the flyers rather than to seek the flyers in the air
for the purpose of bringing them down," Douhet thought that an independent air
force should be an air fleet of bombers and combat planes—the latter to be a
bomber-type plane that would be equipped with many guns and used to convoy
bombers and fight off hostile pursuit planes. Following establishment of command
of the air, the independent air force would be able to destroy an encmy nation by
attacking transportation lines and population centers. Conversely, if two opposing
air fleets began operations simultaneously and command of the air could not be
established, Douhet reasoned that it would be necessary "to resign one’s self to
suffer offensives which the enemy is capable of inflicting upon us, so that all the
means We possess may be utilized for the purpose of inflicting on the enemy more
powerful offensives."

Inhis vmtmgs, Mitchell never attributed any special influence on his thought to

. Douhet— US air officers would not publicly cite Douhet for several years.2® Even

though Douhet’s works would not be generally available in a published translation
until 1942, a five-page extract of The Commoand of the Air was prepared by the War
Department Military Intelligence Division on 23 March 1922 and found its way
into the files of the Air Service Plans Division.”® A typescript translation of the first
100 pages of the book (the substantlve portion) was recewved by the Air Service
Field Officers School on3 May 1923 Moreovcr, during 1922 Lt Col A. Guidoni,
the Italian air attaché in Washington, sent a summary of the book to Air Service
headquarters and to Lester Gardner, editor of Avigfion magazine. Guidoni
reported that Gardner had discussed the summary with Mitchell and had said that
Mitchell was greatly impressed with Douhet’s ideas.”

Air Service officers, thus, certainly knew of Douhet’s ideas, but probably
recognized that these concepts were politically unacceptable in the United States.
As Secretary Baker had reported in November 1919,

Aurraids upon great unfortified cities irke London and Paris broughtinto the wara new
element and constituted an abandonment of the time-honored practice among cvihized
peoples of restricting bombardment to forhified places or to places from which the civil

. population had an opportunity tobe removed .. The actual loss of hife caused by these
bombardments was relativelysmall and the destruction of property, while large, had no
appreciable effect upon the war-making power of either nation Indeed it may ratherbe
said that the willingness of the enemy casually to slaughter women and children, and to
destroy property of no military value or use, demonstrated to England and France the
necessity of beating 5o brutal a foe, and it 15 most likely that tustory will record these
mamifestations of imhumanty as the most powerful ards to recruitment in the nations
agamst which they were made

General Patrick and the Air Service

‘When he took charge of the Air Service in October 1921, General Patrick faced
the challenge of bringing order to the Air Service. The Arr Service as a whole,
Patrick observed, "was in about as chaotic a condition as [what he] had found .. .
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when some three years before [he] had been placed in charge of it in France,"**
Much of the confusion grew out of the absence of a unified body of thought among
Air Service officers. As Patrick believed, thinking about military aviation tended
toward the extremes and be preferred a middle way. "There are, on the one hand,"
he stated, "enthusiasts who believe that the coming into being of aircraft have
practically scrapped all other combat agencies; and, on the other hand,
conservatives who consider aircraft as merely auxﬂianes to previously ex:stmg
combat branches, The truth, of course, lies somewhere between those two views.™
As an able but conservative administrator, he favored evolutlonary rather than
revolutionary changes in the national military organization.’0 Unlike many of the
Army-indoctrinated officers of his generation, Patrick had an open mind as to the
future of aviation. After months of practice, he passed a normal test and was
recognized as a qualified junior airplane pilot. While he had no hope of becoming
askillful pilot, Patrick believed that his ability to fly helped him win the confidence
of many younger men whom he was trying to contact, direct, and guide "in an effort .
to make of the Air Service a united body of men all working toward one end."’

A part of the chaos also stemmed from the vast mass of material that had been
issued in the Army during World War I for instructional purposes. In the antumn
of 1920, the War Department had issued instructions to each of its branches that
all training data would be prepared in a new training regulation series. Looking
toward the accomplishment of this and other tasks, General Patrick, during the
reorgagization of the Office of Chief of Air Service on 1 December 1921, replaced
the Training and Operations Group with aTrammg and War Plans Dmsnon, which
was made responsible for conducting service tests of new equipment and for
preparing training literature. In the other branches of the Army, general boards
representing the chief of the service handled test and training literature projects,
but the Air Service did not have an Air Service board. In the absence of such an
agency, the Air Service Training and War Plans Division assigned training
Literature projects to the various schools and units best qualified for each particular
project.

Maj William Sherman attempted to deal with many of these issues during 1921
while writing a text on air tactics for the Air Service Field Officers School. In this .
text, Sherman accepted the prevailing belief that the success or the failure of the
infantry determined the success or failure of an army, but he maintained that this
had not always been true in the past and might not be true in the future, He also
believed that the Army aviation was comprised of two portions: air-service aviation
was an duxiliary of the ground forces, while air-force aviation (pursuit,
bombardment, and attack aircraft) constituted a true arm. Sherman sugeested that
the air force portion of army aviation would support the infantry in the same
manner that the Navy did—by seeking out its doctrine in the element in which it
operated. The first duty of the air force was "to gain and hold coatrol of the air, by
seeking out and destroying the hostile air force, wherever it may be found.
Alihough he did not believe that control of the air could ever be completed,
Sherman believed that "the backbone of the air forces on which the whole plan of
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employment must be hung is pursuit." Having established control of the air, the
mission of the air force was "to destroy the most important enemy forces on the
surface of the land or sea.”® During 1922 Sherman’s manuseript on air tactics was
revised into manual form; early in 1923 it was issued in preliminary form for use in
the Air Service as Training Re%ulation No. 440-15, Fundamental Frinciples for the
Employment of the Air Service. 0

While the doctrinal project was in progress, General Patrick gave close
attention to the pitiful plight of aircraft procurement and the poor state of health
of the nation’s aircraft manufacturers. While the development of experimental
aircraft had made substantial progress since 1918, the quantity procurement of new
aircraft and accessories had been penalized by the tremendous stock of equipment
still on hand from World War I. Some new planes — such as the Martin MB-2, which
could carry2,000-pound bombs— had been procured, but the Air Service had been
able to purchase only a few of the many grototype planes that it wished to see

. developed to meet specific requirements. 1 In his report for fiscal year 1922,
Patrick pointed out: "No nation can afford to support, in times of peace, an air
force capable of meeting the requirements of war, and because of the rapid
deterioration of aeronautical equipment in storage the proposition to mainiain a
sufficient war reserve of aircraft is equally untenable." In effect, the Air Service
had to plan to use viable aircraft manufacturing companies for the production of
1ts mobilization requirements in a war emergency. Aircraft production in the
United States, however, was at such alow ebb that it would not be able to meet the
Army’s plans to mobilize six armies for a war emergency. General Patrick
recommended that a program for the production and purchase of modern aircraft
be considered and that a definite amount of aircraft purchase funds should be
provided by Congress from year to year. He also stated that a propetly balanced
Army aviation force onght to have about 20 percent of its strength in air service
units and the remaining 80 percent in air force or combat aviation. Because of
reductions in. Air Service strength and the requirement to keep enough observation
units to conduct training with ground forces, 38 percent of the Air Service strength
was in air service units. Patrick called for a restoration of a proper balance by the

. organization of additional air force combat nits.

Attentive to General Patrick’s criticisms, the secretary of war on 18 December
1922 directed the Air Service to present a study on necessary remedial actions.
Patrick accepted the project but he maintained that the study could not be made
until the War Department had accepted the concept that Army aviation should be
divided into air service and air force units. In addition, be argued that all air service
observation units should be withdrawn from divisions and consolidated under the
command of corps and armies, and that an "adequate well-balanced Air Force"
ought to be built to serve as the GHQ Reserve. "Very often," Patrick wrote, "there
is as distinct and definite a mission for the Air Force independent of the ground
troops as there 1s for the Army and Navy independent of each other." For this
reason he opposed the assignment of air force units to field armies, and he urged
that the Air Service should be authorized to maintain a minimum of six
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bombardment groups, instead of the existing authorization for only one
bombardment group. Posmbly to emphasize Patrick’s point, General Mitchell
wrote a long pamphlet in the winter of 1922-23 entitled "Notes on the Multi-
Motored Bombardment Group, Day and Nitht," This elaborate treatise on the
tactical employment of bombardment aviation was prefaced by the observation:
"Offensive aviation is employed most effectively at the beginning of hostilities
during the period of ground and water mobilization and concentration. , , . Against
an enemy not in possession of an adequate air force, offensive aviation, if employed
effectlvely, can force a decision before the ground troops or sea force could join
in battle. "%

The secretary of war appointed a board of General Staff officers, headed by
Maj Gen William Lassiter, to hear Patrick’s plan and make recommendations on
it. When the Lassiter board convened in daily sessions beginning on 22 March 1923,
General Patrick argued the Air Service plan that he had outlined earlier. He wished
to reduce the auxiliary services of aviation (mainly observation) and increase the .
primary services needed to secure control of the air (pursuit) and destroy hostile
targets behind enemy lines (bombardment). “The principle of concentration of air
forces becomes a maxim," he said, And again he urged: "I am . . . convinced that
the concentration of all air force under one GHQ Reserve Commander is the most
effective way of assuring aerial supremacy." But Patrick ran headlong into the
opposition of Brig Gen Hugh A. Drum, of the War Department General Staff.
General Drum insisted that the board should first determine what aviation would
be needed to support the ground armies and then decide how large the air force
ought to be. Under this formula, the board proved unwilling to divest divisions of
their observation squadrons and to concertrate all air force wunits in a GHQ
Reserve. Instead, the Lassiter board recommended that the observation air service
shouid be an integral part of divisions, corps, and armies; that an air force of aftack
and pursuit should be an integral part of each field army; and that an air force of
bombardment and pursunit aircraft and airships should be directly under the
General Headquarters Reserve for assignment to special and strategical missions,
the accomplishment of which might be either in connection with the operation of
ground troops or entirely independent of them. This force should be organized .
into Iarge units to ensure great mobility and independence of action. The Lassiter
group, nevertheless, agreed that the Air Service ought to be augmented mainly
because it recognized that "for lack of business our aircraft industry is languishing
and may disappear.” In place of the single bombardment group in the GHQ
Reserve, the board recommended that there should be two bombardment groups
and four pursuit groups. It also recommended that Congress be asked to make
annual appropriations of $25 million for the Air Service each year for 10 years and
that ap[iroxlmately $15 million each year should be used for the purchase of
aircraft,

The secretary of war approved the Lassiter board report on 24 April 1923, but
the recommendations for buying aircraft subsequently went unimplemented after
the War Department’s attempt to coordinate a planned purchasing program with
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the Navy through the agency of the Joint Army-Navy Board proved
unsuccessful. % Nonetheless, the War Department accepted the Lassiter report
as the basis for the internal conceptual orgamzation of the Air Service. The official
Army field service regulations, 1923, declared that "the coordinating principle
which underlies the employment of the combined arms is that the mission of the
infantry is the general mission of the entire force," but the manual now recognized
that "no one arm wins battles." Since pursuit aviation created "the conditions which
enable the other elements to operate with the greatest degree of effectiveness,” the
regulations considered pursuit to constitute "the most vital element of the air
service." Although the assignment of aviation elements to particular commands
was said to be flexible, the regulations followed the assignment recommended by
the Lassiter board — observation units to divisions, corps, and armies; pursuit and
attack units to armies; and bombardment units and airships to the GHQ
Reserve.%

Appreciation of the fact that the Air Service was "a growing factor in national
defense," together with the year and a half that had elapsed without positive action
on the Lassiter recommendations, led General Patrick on 19 December 1924 to
propose a reorganization of the air forces to the War Department, Patrick wrote,

I am convinced that the ultimate solution of the ar defense problem of this country 1s
a united air force, that 1s the placing of all the component air unats, and possibly all
acronautical development under one responsible and direching head . The preat
mobihty of the Aur Service and the missions 1t 15 capable of performing have created a
problem m command, the solutton of which s still far from satisfactory. . . Future
emergencieswill require at the very outset, before the ground armues can get under way,
and i many cases before the Navy can make its power effective, the maximum use of
airpower on stratege nussions  'We should gather our air forces together under one
arr commander and strike at the strategic points of our enemy — cripple him even before
the ground forces can come i contact Aix power 1s coordinate with land and sez power
and the air commander should sit 1n councils of war on an equal footing with the
commanders of the land and sea forces

"] pexsonally belicve," Patrick told the Army War College on 21 February 1925,
“that the results desired can be best brought about by a Minister of Defense, under
whom would be the Land Force, the Sea Force, and the Ajr Force."%”

‘While he conceived that a department of defense with army, navy, and aix force
branches would be the ultimate organizational solution to national defense
problems, General Patrick was not m favor of hasty action to separate the Air
Service from the War Department.!1° Instead, he called upon the War Department
on 19 December 1924 to secure legislation that would give the Air Service a status
within the War Department analogous to that of the Marine Corps within the Navy
Department and that would authorize the Air Service expansion recommended by
the Lassiter board. He also recommended that the Army Air Service should be
positively charged with all air operations conducted from shore bases, thus ending
the overlap of functions of the Army and Navy air forces. He asked that the chief
of the Air Service be made responsible for procurement, storage, and issue of Air
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Service equipment; for the transportation by air of personnel and supplies; for
management of Air Service personnel policies; and "for the tactical training and
efficiency of all Air Service units with a doctrine first of offensive action.” He
further recommended that war plans should establish "one air commander who, in
at least the initial stages of an emergency, should control all operations of the air
forees, both inthe performance of distant strategic missions and in joint action with
the land and sea forces." 11

Establishment of the Army Air Corps

Finally, on 24 March 1924, the House of Representatives, sensitive to growing
demands for a thorough review of national air policy, established a Select
Committee of Inquiry into Operations of the United States Air Services headed by
Representative Florian Lampert and directed it to make a sweeping investigation
of the United States Army Air Service, the Naval Bureau of Aeronantics, the .
United States contract air mail service, and "any corporations, firms, or individuals
or agencies having any transactions with or being in any manner associated with
or controlled or regulated by the said air services.” The Lampert committee began
its hearings in October 1924 and examined more than 150 witnesses over an
11-month period.1?

When they appeared before the Lampert committee during the winter of
1924-25, Air Service officers demonstrated a growing recognition of a phenomenon
theybegan torefer to as air power. Inhis testimony on 17 December 1924, General
Mitchell spoke of the military and civil potentialities of air power. Tn an article
appearing in the Saturday Evening Post on 20 December, he defined air power as
"the ability to do something in or through the air'® In an elaboration of his
testimony, Mitchell stated that military air power, civil air power, and commercial
aeronautics were the three elements of national air power.”** Another Air Service
officer Maj Raycroft Walsh defined air power "as being the power of a country to
wage war through aerial forces."*> Majs Delos C. Emmons and Carl Spaatz spoke
of the general agreement among airmen that the next war would start in the air and
that the United States lacked preparedness for such a war., Spaatz stated his .
opinion that the service doctrines laid down by the Army made it impossible to
develop a well-defined policy of independent operation by an air force, 16 Major
Milling asserted that the Air Service had to be constantly ready for combat, even
more so than the Navy. He also argued that the principal doctrinal problem for the
Air Service, and one that defied solut‘.i(mi was the overlapping jurisdiction between
the Army and Navy for coastal defense.™!’

General Patrick stated a concept that a nucleus of aircraft manufacturers had
to be kept in readiness to expand in time of emergency to meet the requirements
of war, Emmons called the aircraft industry "a war reserve and a most important
one. 8 General Patrick stated to the Lampert committee on 5 January 1925,
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Ibeheve, that as time goes on the importance of arcraft in national defense will greatly
mcrease I try to look ahead and to visualize what would take place 1if we should be so
unfortunate as to engage i another war Tam satisfied that one of the first warlike acts
would be an effort on the part of the belhgerents cach to obtain air suprentacy; to sweep
the enemy out of the air, in order that he might be free to operate hus fleets, lus armues,
and his own awrcraft. It 15 quite possible that such a move would take place very soon
after or almost immedately upon the declaration of war. It would be necessary for every
nat1on to have in being an air force that could be used thus offensively, or if attacked by
air that could be used n order to defend 1tself

As a step in the direction of forming an independent air service, Patrick
recommended the creation of an Air Corps under the secretary of war; the new air
component would be "charged specifically with the development and utilization of
air power as an arm for national defense." This move, Patrick argued, would have
the benefit of eliminating the duplication of effort wherein both the Army and the
. Navy, because of different interpretations of the Army Appropriations Act of 5
June 1920, were both apparently charged with the air defense of sea frontiers of
the United States. He stated that "the assignment to the air corps of all air coast
defense functions which can be performed from land bases (the limit to be taken
at about 200 miles under the present state of aircraft development) will be one of
the most important and immediate economies, and one of the greatest gains to
efficient national defense which will result from the formation of the air ccu'ps.“120
The general tenor of Air Service testimony before the Lampert committee
reflected the evolutionary program desired by General Patrick. Only General
Mitchell, in repeated appearances before the committee and in his series of articles
that appeared at almost the same time in the Saturday Evening Post, deviated from
the Air Service position, Mitchell asserted that the national organizational pattern
that divided aviation among the Army and Navy, the air mail service of the Post
Office Department, and the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics was
designed to protect vested interests rather than to foster a national air power
doctrine. "Air power claims that it is an entirely different element than either sea
. power or land power," Mitchell said, "and that unless you allow air power to have
a coordinate voice in the councils of the Nations with sea power and land power,
that you cannot organize an adequate defense.” Mitchell sponsored two different
plans for organizing aviation. First, he visualized establishing a department of
aeronautics coequal with the Army and the Navy and with a division of fabrications,
a division for civil aviation, and a division for military aviation. Second, he
advocated a department of national defense with subsecretaries to control the air,
the water, and the land. Many of Mitchel’s statements were hardly calculated to
endear him to either the Army or the Navy, He said, for example, that the Air
Service could get control of the air in two years if 1t could get half the cost of a
battleship as an appropriation each year." It is a very serious question,” he stated,
"whether air power is auxiliary to the Army and the Navy, or whether armies and
navies are not actually auxiliary to air power." 2! Aslate as December 1924, Patrick
had considered that Mitchell had cooperated with Air Service policies and he had
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recommended that Mitchell be reappointed &s assistant chief of the Air Service.
Because of the controversy that he stirred up diring January and February 1925,
however, Secretary Weeks told Patrick to recommend another officer for
Mitchell’s position, Patrick chose Lt Col Jares E. Fechet, a veteran pilot and
commander of the Advanced Flying School at Kelly Field, to replace Mitchell. On
26 April 1925, Mitchell accordingly reverted to his permanent rank of colonel and
was transferred to San Antonio to serve as air officer of the VIII Corps Area.'?
In the early autumn of 1925, before the Lampert committee was able to make
its report, the secretary of war and the secretary of the Navy jointly requested that
President Calvin Coolidge appoint a board to study the best means of developing
and applying aircraft in national defense. Agreeing with the request, Coolidge
appointed a board headed by Dwight W. Morrow, lawyer and banker, on 12
September 1925. In an appearance before the President’s Aircraft Board, which
wouldbe better known as the Morrowboard, Patrick, on the first day of its hearings,
again emphasized the poor state of preparedness of the Air Service and again '
requested that an Air Corps be created, He spoke out against a department of
aeronautics, stating that the United States would continue to require a Navy for
sea operations beyond the range of land-based aircraft. Patrick conceded that the
United States was not in immediate danger of hostile air attacks, but he maintained
that without an adequate air force the nation would soon be jeozgardized by the
aircraft carrier forces that foreign powers were constructing.**> Now the Air
Service’s chief engineer at McCook Field, Major MacDill agreed that a
department of acronautics would be no more logical than a department of
automobiles or a department of shipping, and he predicted that within five years
it would be technologically possible to build an airplane that could fly across the
Atlantic and drop up to 4,000 pounds of bombs. Nearly all of the Air Service
officers who testified, including Colonel Foulois and Majors Arnold, Milling, and
Horace M. Hickam, supported Patrick’s plan to establish an air corps and
eventually a department of defense. Milling additionally pointed out that the
commander in chief of US armed forces in future wars would inevitably have to
exercise his authority through subordinate army, navy, and air commanders 12°
Once again the only Air Service officer who presented strongly divergent ‘
viewpoints was Col William Mitchell. On 5 September, Mitchell had made a public
statement that the loss of the Navy dirigible Shenandoah in stormy weather over
the Ohio River Valley was the direct result "of incompetency, criminal negligence
and almost treasonable administration of the national defense by the war and navy
cle,partmerlt.'-s."12'5 Before the Morrow board, Mitchell asserted that the United
States was strategically vulnerable to an aircraft carrier invasion force that could
bemounted by Great Britain in the Atlantic and by Japanin the Pacific. The answer
to this strategic problem was an army to hold the land, a navy with 2 good force of
submarines to patrol the seas, and, above all, an air force to protect the seaboard
and insular possessions of the United States. "There need to be little or no change
in the organization of the Army or Navy," he said, "but beside them there should
be the department of the air." After he had given this "constructive" testimony,
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Mitchell recalled the long-standing opposition of Army and Navy officers to the
development of aviation. He repeated many of these same grievances at his
court-martial when he was brought to trial on 28 October on charges of conduct
prejudicial to military discipline and of a nature to bring discredit upon the military
service. Mitchell was convicted of these charges on 17 December 1925 and resigned
from the Army on 1 February 1926127
The hearings before the Lampert commiftee and the Morrow board found
Army and Navy officials solidly arrayed in opposition to the Air Service
position—even the moderate official position of General Patrick. "I regard the
statement that the next war will be in the air as an absurdity, partaking of the Jules
Verne type of literature," Secretary of the Navy Curtis D, Wilbur told the Lampert
committee. ® "Aviation as an mdependent force cannot operate across the sea,"
said Rear Adm William A. Moffett, chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics. "The thing
to do1s to put aviation on something," he continued, "and carry it to the enemy, and
. the only way to carry it is on board something that will float—on board a ship, in
other words."1%? T believe," testified Lt Ralph A. Ofstie of the Navy Bureau of
Aeronautics, "that air power does not exist, absolutely; that it exists only in
con%unction with other forces which can cooperate with it or which can transport
it."1%0 L eading the Navy witnesses before the Morrow board, Secretary Wilbur
stated that the mission of the naval air force was to serve as an axm of the fleet. "Its
mission is to aid the surface units in gaining and maintaining command of the sea.
It may best carry out this mission by gaining and maintaining control of the air in
the theater of naval operations."l 1 Admiral Moffett saw no difficulty in
maintaining coordination for coastal defense through the agency of the Joint Army
and Navy Board and he regarded the "Joint Army and Navy Action in Coast
Defense" agreement to be a clear definition of aerial rea~~.por:sibilit:ies.132 The Navy
also held to the official position that the establishment of a central procurement
agency for military aircraft was undesirable. "There is very little duplication of
effort on the part of the services and such duplication as exists 1s not only justifiable
but, I believe," noted Admiral Moffett, "decidedly necessary, in order that there
may be competition, that there may be rivalry, that there may be initiative;
. otherwise there is bound to be stalguation.“l33
The high-ranking Army officials appearing before the Morrow board also
opposed changes in the Air Service. Secretary of War Dwight F. Davis stated that
the War Department was “convinced that a strong airplane industry is vital to the
national defense.” However, he asserted that the subordination of civil aviation to
a military department would be an economically unsound and basically unwise
practice. Davis admitted that the nation’s aircraft industry had been starving and
that the amount of equipment in the Air Service was inadequate, but these
situations were caused by the scarcity of funds appropriated by Cctngnass.l?’4 Maj
Gen John L. Hines, who had succeeded Pershing as chief of staff on 14 September
1924, stated that the combat readiness of the Air Service should perhaps excel that
of the other branches of the Army, but he could see no reason for a separate air
service or a separate air corps within the Army. "I am of the opinion," he said, "that
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the Air Service, because of the limitations imposed by natural laws on the operation
of aircraft as well as the necessity for unity of action, will always be an auxiliary arm
or service. It can never by itself defeat an enemy."** The principal Air Service
opponent before both the Lampert committee and the Morrow board was General
Drum, now the assistant chief of staff for operations on the War Department
General Staff. In the Lampert hearings, Drum argned that the United States had
little to fear from hostile air attack because of the inherent range limitations on
land-based aircraft and the tonnage restrictions that had been Elaced on the
construction of aircraft carriers by the Washington treaty of 19222 Both in his
initial statement and in his rebuttal testimony before the Morrow board, Drum
insisted that "the air power principle and its application as recently proposed by
the Chief of Air Service . . . is unsound from a national defense viewpoint, as well
as from purely Army considerations. At the present and so far as the future of
aviation can be foreseen, air power has no function independent of the Army and
Navy.* Possibly one of his most. telling points—and Drum repeated it several .
times—was the opinion of the august General Pershing. "The Infantry,” Pershing
had said on the eve of his retirerent, "still remains the backbone of the attack, and
therole of the other arms is to help it reach the enemy. .. . The idea that principles
of warfare have changed and that armed contests will be settled in any other way
have nothing substantial in our experience to warrant seriovs consideration.*’>’
What circumstances lay behind the Morrow board’s speed in acting were never
definitely known, but it presented its report on 30 November 1925, exactly two
weeks before the Lampert committee could report. "We do not consider,” stated
the Morrow board, "that air power, as an arm of the national defense, has yet
demonstrated its value—certainly not in a country sitnated as ours—for
independent operations of such a character as to justify the organization of a
separate department. We believe that such independent missions as it is capable
of can be better carried out under the high command of the Army and Navy." The
board concluded that the United States was in no danger from air attack, and it
further stated that "the belief that new and deadlier weapons will shorten future
wars and prevent vast expenditures of lives and resourcesisa dangerous one which,
if accepted, might well lead to a readier acceptance of war as the solution of .
international difficulties." The board, nevertheless, recommended that the name
of the Air Service be changed to that of the Adr Corps, that an assistant secretary
of war be established to give special attention to aviation matters, that aviation be
given special representation in the General Staff sections, and that a five-year
program of aitcraft procurement be initiated with a lesser magnitude than had been
recommended by the Lassiter board,* In its report on 14 December 1925 the
Lampert commuttee stated that aircraft would be "the first resort of our country in
case of a war emergency" and would comprise "one of the most essential arms of
our military defense." The committee accordingly recommended the establishment
of a department of national defense, representation of Army and Navy aviation on
the General Staff of the Army and the General Board of the Navy, and that not
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less than $10 million should be appropriated and expended annually by both the
Army and the Navy on the procurement of new flying equipment. 3
Far from being daunted by what he called the "time-worn, threadbare,
reactionary plea" of those who resisted change, General Patrick told Army War
College students on 9 November 1925 that he considered it his duty, when done in
a proper way, to suggest improvements in national defense. In this lecture, Patrick
repeated many of the statements he had presented to the Lampert committee and
the Morrow board, but he also revealed that he had "recently been quite impressed
by a little book written by an Englishman, Capt Basil H. Liddell Hart." The book,
published eaxlier that year, was Paris: Or the Future of War. Patrick was impressed
with Liddell Hart’s thesis that the main military objective in war should be the will
of the enemy to fight rather than the defeat of his armed forces in the ficld. He
agreed with Liddell Hart's conclusion that the German army still had had a lot of
fight left in the fall of 1918 and that the war had ended because the will of the
. German people to fight had been shattered. While the use of gas was now
prohibited by treaty, Patrick doubted that such a prohibition would hold in war.
*Assume," he suggested, "that aircraft are able to fly at will over enemy tertitory,
in other words, assume air supremacy. Imagine, in consequence, the enemy’s
industrial establishments, his munitions factories, his means of communication,
destroyed; add to this drenching with gas, which even though not deadly, would
cause great discomfort, and then estimate how long such a harassed enemy would
fight." The waging of such "air pressure’ against an enemy nation, Patrick said, “can
best be done by an organization which is developed and directed by those who
know thoroughly its achievements, its possibilities, and its limitations."40
During the winter of 1925-26, William Mitchell continued to wage a strong fight
for an air power concept and the emotional responses engendered by his
court-martial ensured him a wide audience. Published in August 1925 as a
summarization of some of his articles, Mitcheil’'s Winged Defense was extensively
quoted during his trial. Before the House Committee on Military Affairs on 5
February 1926, Mitchell made a statement that represented the culmination of his
. thinking on the nature of war and of air power:

There has never been anythung that has come which haschanged wartheway the advent
of air power has The method of prosecuting a war m the old days always was to et at
the vital centers of the countrymn order to paralyze the resistance Thismeant the centers
of production, the centers of population, the agrnicultural districts, the animat industiy,
communications—anything that tended tokeepupwar. Now, m order to keep the enemy
out of that, armmes were spread i front of those places and protected them by thetr flesh
and blood You had mass killings there, sometimes for years before these wital centers
werereached It led to the theory that the hostile army in the field was themain objective,
which it was Once having been conquered, the vital centers would be gottenat, . Now
we can get today to these wital centers by air power . .. So that, m the future, we will
stirke, 11 case of armed confhiet, when ail other means of settling disputes have failed,
10 go straight to the vital centers, the ndustnial centers, through the use of an air force
and hit them, That 15 the modern theory of making war
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Four years later in Skyways, the last of his three books, Mitchell would again
emphasize this theory of war.

Although the Morrow board report dampzned any general reorganization of
the armed services, the War Department was prepared to grant some concessions,
but not much independence, to the Air Service. On 26 January 1926 the War
Department officially issued Training Regulation No. 440-15, Fundamental
Principles for the Employment of the Awr Service — the same pamphlet that had been
drafted by Major Sherman in 1921 and that had been revised and accepted as a
policy statement by the Office of Chief of Air Service. Subsequently, it had been
reviewed by the Army’s Command and General Staff School and War College, and
the General Staff's G-3 division had stamped final approval on it. The pamphlet
nofed that the primary objective of the whole Army was to destroy hostile armed
forces and that the mission of the Air Service was "to assist the ground forces to
gain strategical and tactical successes by destroying enemy aviation, attacking
enemy ground forces and other enemy objectives on land or sea, and in conjenction .
with other agencies to protect ground forces from hostile aerial observation and
attack, In addition it furnishes aerial observation for information and for artillery
fire, and also provides messenger service and transportation for special personnel."
It stated further: "The organization and training of all air units is based on the
fundamental doctrine that their mission is to aid the ground forces to gain decisive
success." The regulation recognized the distinction between observation (which
was an integral part of divisions, corps, and armies) and the GHQ air force (which
was to be self-contained and capable of rapidly shifting its activities from one
theater of operations to another). Obviously pleased with the training regulations,
General Drum described it as "the most advanced thought in the world today on
aviation. 2

In September 1925, less than a week after Patrick testified before the Morrow
board, the War Department directed him to submit within five days a complete
plan to implement his Air Corps idea, The heads of the Army branches that would
support the Air Service were given a similar brief period to comment or Patrick’s
plan. Each objected that the organization of the Air Service on the model of the
Marine Corps would upset coordination between the branches of the Army. .
Secretary of War Dwight F. Davis, nevertheless, insisted that it was very important
to pass an air bill through Congress in the spring £ 1926 because it was necessary
to increase the efficiency of the air force and because, in his opinion, the country
demanded it. In the end, the War Department proved willing to accept the findings
of the Morrow board and the Air Corps Act of 2 July 1926 constituted a legislative
enactment of the Morrow recommendations. The name of thé Air Service was
changed to the Air Corps, the implication being that the Air Corps was capable of
independent as well as auxiliary operations. An additional assistant secretary of
war was authorized to perform duties delegated to him by the secretary, and air
sections were authorized in the General Staff divisions. A five-year program for
expansion of Air Corps personnel and aircraft was to be initiated. The Air Corps
attained liftle autonomy within the War Department by these actions; and no
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decision was made to delineate the coast defense responsibilities of the Army and
Navy, as air officers had desired. In hearings on the legislation, Patrick suggested
that it would be economical and practical to combine Army and Navy flying training
under one agency, but he noted that "naval officers . . . feared they would lose a
certain measure of control over their air component, and . . . insisted also that all
of the flyers with the Navy should be trained in naval tactic and should understand
all of the tactics employed in naval battles." Thus Patrick’s suggestion was not
accepted.143
For the time being, the Air Corps Act of 1926 ended the struggle for an
autonomous air force, General Patrick continued to insist that a department of
defense with army, naval, and air components would be the ultimate solution to
the defense problems of the United States, but he privately expressed the opinion
that the best that the Air Corps could hope for in a span of years in which nations
were reducing their armaments was some expansion and considerable
. modernization, Patrick accordingly hailed the Air Corps Act as "a long step in the
right direction. 144 viewed in retrospect, the Air Corps Act of 1926 was only one
of several pieces of legislation that manifested a belief within Congress that the
pioneering years of aviation were ending. On 24 June Congress had enacted the
Morrow board recommendations relevant to the Navy: the appointment of an
assistant secretary of the Navy to assist in furthering naval aeronautics and a
five-year naval aviation expansion program, The Air Mail Act of February 1925
had already turned the Post Office Department’s federal air mail system over to
private contractors, and the Air Commerce Act of 21 May 1926 had created the
post of assistant secretary of commerce for air and authorized the Department of
Commerce to license pilots, map and opcratc airways, provide flight information,
and develop new air navigation facilities. 145 In its infancy, aviation had been
nurtured by military expenditures; now military aviation would begin to share the
technological advances that would come from rapidly developing commercial
aviation.

. The Mitchell Era Reexamined

"Ihe former isolation of the United States is a thing of the past,” William
Mitchell wrote in 1925. "The coming of aircraft has greatly modified this isolation
on account of the geat range and speed which these agents of communications
are developmg."*° Believing that "changes n military systems come about only
through the pressure of public opinion or disaster in war," Mitchell hoped that he
could modify the military policy of the United States by laying "acronautical facts"
before Congress and the people 7 Though he counted himself a close personal
friend of Mitchell, General Arnold looked backward many years later and
observed that Mitchell’s agjtation for air power had a considerable effect upon the
development of naval aviation but that it had made Army officers "set their mouths
together, draw more into their shell, and 1f anything, take even a narrower point of
view of aviation as an offensive power in warfare." As Arnold remembered the early
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1920s, the American people were fascinated with flying and loved Billy Mitchell,
but no one was willing to think that the United States required a military policy—let
alone an air powet pt:)licy.14

It was General Arnold’s theory that a growth of air power of a marked
magnitude depended on a combination of a critical state of international relations
and a favorable state of aviation technology. To his way of thinking, such a
coincidence of national military requirements and air technology had beennear at
hand just before the Armistice in 1918 but would not again occur for more than a
decade.® The successful conclusion of World War I and the Washington
Disarmament Treaty of 1922 stunted the development of military aviation. Early
in 1925, General Patrick predicted that the Lecarno agreements, which marked a
relaxation of tension in Enrope, would lessen the amount that the American people
would be willing to pay for national defense, 15

The Baker board stated an unequivocal opinion that the United States was in
no danger of air attack from any potential enemy of menacing strength, Even Army ‘
and Navy war planners —who made it their business to provide against all
contingencies—found it difficult to determine which enemy or enemies might
threaten the United States. Although the Washington Disarmament Treaty had
terminated the Anglo-Japanese alliance, the logical opponents of the United States
continued to be Great Britain (Red) and Japan {Orange). General Patrick thought
in terms of the employment of a mobile GHQ air force in a war with Red and
Orange forces in which the British would debark at Halifax and Japanese troops
would land at Vancouver.”>? Mitchell visualized a requirement for defensive air
forces to be stationed in Hawaii, Panama, and Alaska, but he opposed the
establishment of a strong air force in the remote Philippine Islands Iest it be easily
destroyed. Patrick believed, however, that "our only salvation" in the Philippines
"is to have an air force there that is competent and qualified to oppose an enemy
air force." Oddly enough, the more conservative Patrick beligved that there was
no question but that the time was coming when "we can bomb trans-sea
countries."™™ Mitchell, on the other hand, visnalized that strings of islands would
be seized so that aircraft based on them might fly from one island to another, He
pointed out on numerous occasions in 1924 and 1925 that there was no stretch of .
water in the northern hemisphere between the United States and Europe or Asia
greater than the cruising range of the modern aircraft of the day.

Despite their impatience with military conservatism, Air Corps officers of the
Mitchell era frequently talked and thought in terms of the strategic situation of
World War I. In 1924 these air officers formally introduced the concept that air
power was different from land and sea power; but Patrick, Milling, and Mitchell
all agreed that air power could be divided into air force and air service (anxiliary)
aviation. By 1926, moreover, Mitchell stated that the air service of the Navy could
"stay just the way it is . . . for work on the high seas.™> The Air Service accepted
the doctrine that control of the air was necessary for effective air, ground, or naval
operations, and Milling stated that "the main role — almost the only role, prope%y
speaking — of Pursnit aviation is to seek out and destroy the hostile air force."
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Thinking in terms of World War I, however, Patrick described "control of the air"
as the condition in which "we get the upper hand of our adversary, make life
miserable for him every time he comes on our side of the lines, and even endeavor
to meet him on his own side of the lines, and finally his morale is shaken to such
an extent that he would rather stay at home. We then have control of the air™57
Patrick thought of air supremacy as a condition wherein one adversary practically
wiped out another’s air force and thus went virtually unchallenged in the air.

Air Service leaders agreed that an air force had to be an effective D-day force
and that it had to be supported by a healthy domestic aircraft industry. In their
thoughts on strategic air warfare, the air leaders did not seem to be entirely certain
whether air bombardment could win a war without army and navy action. Patrick
drew upon Liddell Hart’s concept of a future war under conditions similar to the
ground-siege situnation of World War I and visualized aerial pressure as breaking
the morale and capabilities of an enemy nation that was presumably first brought
to bay by air and naval action.}>® Even Mitchell hesitated to say that air power
could be decisive without ground and naval action. "T believe," he told congressmen
on 5 February 1926, that "air power in the future will have a great influence in
determining any conflict, so I believe if you figure your whole national defense as
100 percent, air power would make approximately 50 percent, the land forces 30
percent, and the sea forces 20 percent. n160

Writing in 1948, an Air Force leader evaluated the sxgmﬁcance of William
Mitchell as being that of a "visionary and missionary. il Certamly Mitchell saw
beyond his times but, because of the close-knit fellowship of air leaders in the early
19205, one may wonder how many of the basic ideas attributed to Mitchell actually
may have originated with his associates. Mitchell, Patrick, Milling, and other air
officers did not differ markedly in therr essential thinking except for the
impetuousness manifested by Mitchell. It is significant that Mitchell’s last book on
aviation, Slgfways published in 1930 after the author had been out of touch with
his fellow air officers for some four years, continued few thoughts that he had not
presented before 1926162 In his early writings, however, Mitchell had publicized
the ideas which would be continued, expanded, and refined to become the doctrine
of the Air Force.

NOTES

1 House, Astronautics and Space Exploranton Hearmgs before the Select Commiitee on
Astronautics and Space Exploranon, 85th Cong , 2d sess , 1958, 733.

2. Samuel Pierpont Langley Memonal Meeting, Miscellaneous Collections, vol 49 (Washington,
D.C.. Smuthsonian Institution, 1907), 33-34,

3 ‘Wilbur and Orwille Wright to Hon R, M, Newin, US Congress, letter, 18 January 1905

4. Wilbur and Crmwile Wright to secretary of war, letter, 9 October 1905.

5, Wright brothers to Board of Ordnance and Fortifications, War Department, letter, 15 June 1907

6 Mmutes of the War Depastment Board of Ordnance and Fortificattion, 24 October 1903, quoted
n Jones Aviation Chronology, 1900-1908, 61

53

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCIRINE

7. Charles DeForest Chandlerand Frank P, Lahm, How Our Army Grew Wings (New York. Ronald
Press Co., 1943), 40-43, Brig Gen James Allen, chief signal officer of the Army to recorder, War
Department Board of Ordnance and Fortification, 10 Qetober 1907, n Jones Aviation Chronclogy,
1900-1906, 93-95,

8 Mmutes of the War Department Board of Ordnance and Forbfication, § December 1907,
appendix no. 1, Signal Corps specification ne 486, 23 December 1907, n Jones Avtation Chronology,
19001906, 104, 109.

9. Senate, Reorganzzation of the Army: Hearings before the Subcommuttee of the Comnuttee on
Military Affairs, 66th Cong,, 1st sess, 1919, 1257

10. Chandler and Lahm, How Our Army Grew Wings, 206, 222-24

11. War Department, Office of the Chief of Staff, Field Service Regulations, United States Army,
1916 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Ofﬁce, 1910), 54

12, R. Barl McClendon, Auteniomy of the Awr Arm (Maxwell AFB, Ala * Documentary Research
Drvision, Air University, 1954), 16-21, Isaac Don Levine, Michell: Pioneer of Air Power (New York:
Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1943), 83-84, Maj Alfred F. Hurley, Billy Mitchell, Crusader for Afr Power
(New York: Frankhn Watts, 1964), 17.

13. Alfred Goldberg, ed , .4 History of the United States Air Force, 1907-1957 (Princeton: D. Van

Nostrand, 1957), .

14, War Department, Office of the Chief of Staff, Fizld Service Regulations, United States Army,
1914, corrected to 31 July 1918 (Washington, D C» Government Printing Office, 1918), 13, 20-21, 74

15. Russell J, Parkinson, "Acronautics at the Hague Conference of 1899," The Aw Power Historian
7y no 2 (Aprl 1960): 106-11

16. John R. Cuneo, The Awr Weapon, 1914-1916 (Harnisburg: Military Service Pubhishing Co.,
1947),1-7.

17. Thad,, 7-110, Col C, M. McCorkle, "The Air Weapon and Immediate Reaction to It lecture,
Axr'War College, Maxwell AFR, Ala , 19 January 1953

18. Cuneo, The Alr Weapor, 1914-1916, 12-288, "Some Papers of Count Capron: di Taliedo,
Controversy in the Making?' ed William G. Key, The Pegasus, a supplement, n d , 7-11; 3. L. Beone
Atkanson, "Ttalzan Influence on the Otigins of the American Concept of Strategic Bombardmcnt,“ The
Air Power Histonan 4, no 3 (July 1957); 14149,

19. McClendon, Autonomy of the Air Arm, 6-8, Juliette A Hennesy, The United States Army Arr
Arm, April 1861 ro Apnl 1917, USAF historical study %3 (Maxwell AFB, Ala  USAF Historical
Dmvision, 1958), 167-76.

20, McClendon, Autonomy of the Aw Amn, 6-3.

21 Henry Greenleaf Pearson, A Business Man in Uniform, Raynal Cawthrone Bollmg (New York:
Dufficld & Co., 1923), 107, Goldberg, A History of the United States Air Force, 14.

22 Pearson, A Business Man m Uniform, 109-18

23 Maj Raynal C. Bolling to chiefsignal officer of the Army, letter, subject; chort of Aeronauvtical .
Commussion, 15 August 1917

24.1 B Holley, Ir,, Ideas and Weapons (New Haven* Yale University Prcss, 1953), 58.

25. Thd., 56-57; Atkinson, "Halian Infiuence on the Ongins of Strategic Bombardment," 141-94;
extracts from diary of Granni Caprom, 25 Janvary and 3 February 1917; Peatson, 4 Busmess Man in
Unform, 122-23, 230-35.

26 Brig Gen William Mutehell, Memows of World War I {(New York. Random House, 1960), 103-11,
133-37, Hurley, Bully Mitchell, Crusader for Awr Power, 19-29

27. Holley, Jdeas and Weapons, 59; Henry H Arnold, Global Mission (New York' Harper & Bros,
1949), 57-58

223 Holley, Ideas and Weapons, 6673, MeClendon, Autonomy of the Air Arm, 8-9,

29, Chase C. Mooney and Martha B. Layman, Orgarzatzon of Military Aeronautics, 1907-1935,
USAR historical study 25 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Assistant Chaef of Air Staff for Intelligence,
Historical Division, 1944), 29-32; McClendon, Autoromy of the Air Arm, 8-9

54

! - -
THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

THROQUGH WORLD WAR 1

30. Mitchell, Memorrs of World War I, 135, 155-56, 165-66, 177-78, 205, 232-33; Mason M Patrick,
The United States m the Aw (Garden City, N.Y.2 Doubleday, Doran & Co , 1928), 3-28; Goldberg, 4
History of the Uruted States Aw Force, 22-23; May Gen Mason M Patrnick, Final Report of the Chief of
A Service AEF (Washington, D C.  Government Printing Office, 1921), 23, 24, 28, 30,

31 Patrick, Final Report of the Chief of Air Service AEF, 4,19, 37, Edgar § Gorrell, The Measure
of Amerrca’s World War Aeronautical Effort (Burhington, Vt. Lane Press, 1940), 30-32

32. Lt Col William Mitchell, *General Principles Underlying the Use of the Air Service m the Zone
of the Advance AER," Bullenn of the Informatton Section, Awr Service AEF 3, no 132 (30 April 1918).

33 Patrick, Final Report of the Chicf of Awr Service AEF, 3-37; Gorxell, The Measure of America’s
World War Aeronautical Effort, 30-32; Lt Col Kenneth F Gantz, "The Education of a Chief of Staff,”
Alr University Review 15, no 4 (May-June 1964) 97-112, "Notes on Recent Operations . . . Copred
from a proposed manual prepared under the direction of Col Edgar 8, Gorrell, Assistant Cluef of
Staff, A.S, AEF. .. .} US Awr Service Information Cucular 1, no. 76 (30 June 1920); "Notes on the
Characterstics, Lunitations, and Employment of the Air Service, a tentative manwal prepared under
the direction of Col Edgar S, Gorrell.. evolved from ‘Notes on the Employment of the Arr Service
from the General Staff Viewpomt' ".AwService Information Carcular 1,n0 72 (12 June 1920), House,
Inguiry into Operations of the Unzted States Air Service: Hearmgs before the Select Commuttee of Inquiry
into Operations of the Unuted States Aw Service, 68th Cong,, 2d sess., 1924, 2269~70

34, Patrick, Final Report of the Chief of Awr Service AEF, 49,

35 Quoted in Holley, Ideas and Weapons, 158

36 Pearson,.d Business Man i Uniforrn, 14243, Col Edgar S. Gorrell, History of Strategical
Section, Aur Service, Amernican Expeditionary Forces, 1 Februaty 1919, Holley, fdeas and Weapons,
57-58, 13536, Key, "Some Papers of Count Capromni di Tahedo," 16-20, Atkinson, "Itahan Inflvence
on the Ongins of Strategic Bombardment," 145-46

37, Gorrell, Histoty of Strategical Section, 1 February 1919

38 Iid, Lt Gen Ira C Eaker, "The War in the Awx," 1A Concise History of World War L ed, V, J.
Hsposito (New York Frederick A. Praeger, 1964), 26263, Pearson, 4 Busmess Man in Uniform,
199-201

39 Gorrell, History of Strategical Section, 1 February 1919, Holley, fdeas and Weapons, 137-38

40 Holley, Ideas and Weapons, 137-38,

41 Ibd, 138~39, Thomas H Greer, The Development of Aw Docirme it the Army Awr Arm,
1917-1941, USAF historical study 89 (Maxwell AFB, Ala: USAF Historieal Diviston, Awr University,
1955), 9-10.

42, Holley, Ideas and Weapons, 14145, Patnick, Final Report of the Chisf of A Service AEE 51,
Gorrell, The Measure of America's World War Aeronautical Effors, 29, 31; Gorrell, History of Strategical
Section, 1 February 1919.

43 Goldberg, 4 History of the Unuited States Aw Force, 14, Patrick, Final Report of the Chuef of A
Service AEE, 23-24, 28, 30,

44 Patnick, Final Repore of the Chuef of Aw Service AEE, 3

45 Gorrell, The Measure of America’s World War Acronautical Effort, 34-35

46 Mhtchell, Memoirs of World War I, 267-68, Levine, Mitchell Pioneer of Aw Power; 146-48

47 "Aar Orgamzation, Second Report of the Prime Mimister’s Comnuttee on Air Organizatton and
Home Defense against Aur Raids," 17 August 1917, reprinted in The Air Power Historian 3, no 3 (July
1956) 153

48 MecClendon, Autonomy of the Air Army, 12-13, Levine, Muchell Proneer of Aw Power; 167

49 Proceedings of Board of Officers, Awr Sexvice, American Expeditionary Forces, 13 May 1919,
Maj Gen Mason M Patrick, chief, AirService, American Expeditionary Forces, to commander inchuef,
American Expeditionary Forces, letter, subject  Aur Service Orgamization, 19 May 1919

50 General Headquarters, American Expeditionary Forces, Report of Superior Board on
Organization and Tactics, ca, 1 July 1919, 1 House, Department of Defense and Unification of Air
Service Hearings before the Committee on Military Affarrs, 69th Cong,, Ist sess , 1926, 952-53

51 Patrick, Final Report of the Chief of Aw Service AEE 19

55

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

52, "Notes on the Charactersstics, Limitations, and Employment of the Air Service,” Air Service
Informanon Cireular 1, no. 72 (12 June 1920),

53 "Notes on Reeent Operations,". 4w Service Information Circular 1, n0 76 (30 Tune 1920): 3

54 Third Army, American Expedrtionary Forces, Provizional Manual of Operations for Awr Service
Uhnits, 23 December 1918,

55. Mooney and Layman, Orgamizatzon of Mifitary Aeronautics, 19071935, 41-43.

56 Report of a Board of Officers Convened to Repost Upon the New (8.2693) and Curry (H.R.
7925) Bulls. . . . , ca. 27 October 1919

57.Tomd.

58, Benedict Crowell et al, to secretary of war, letter, subject: Report of American Aviation
Mission, 19 July191%, and statementby Secretary of War Newton D Baker in House, United Air Service,
Hearings before a Subcommatiee of the Comunittee or: Milizary Affairs, 66th Cong,, 2d sess., 1920, 16-31

59. Hurley, Billy Mitchell, Crusader for Air Power, 168-69.

60 Ibid, 19-20.

61, Arciubald D. Turnbull and Chiford L. Lord, History of United Stares Naval Aveation (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1949), 177

62. Hurley, Billy Mitchell, Crusader for Air Power, 41, Outline of Organization and Functions of the
Office of the Director of Air Service, 5 November 1919, House, United Awr Service, 42, o

63. Greer, The Develapment of Awr Docirine i the Army Air.Arm, 23

64. Hurley, Billy Muchell, Crusader for Air Power, 41, American Heritage mterview with Gen
Benjamm D. Foulois, 20 January 1960

65. Maj William C. Sherman, "Air Tactics,” sec. 2, Langley AFB, Va,, 1921,1

66, Imd,, 14-21.

67. Levine, Mitchell. Proneer of Air Power, 168-72.

68, House, Army Reorgmmzation: Hearings before the Commuttee on Military Affairs, 66th Cong,
1st sess , 1919, 907-8,

69. House, United Air Service, 44, 46.

70. Senate, Reorganization of the Arny, 925-55, 1255-93.

71. William Matchell, "Tactical Application of Military Aeronautics,” in Air Service file Noteson
the Apphication of GO 132 to Asr Service Umits, 9 Fanuary 1920.

72 House, United Alr Service, 31

13, Aar Service 4-352-AS, Notes on the Functions of the Army Air Service, ca. January 1920,
General Order 4, War Department, 1920,

74 House, Inguiry mto Operations of the United States Air Service, 1726-27, Levine, Muchell:
Pioneer of Aw Power, 187-88

75 McClendon, Autonomy of the Aw Ann, 56-57, Mooney and Layman, Organizatzon of Military
Aeronaunics, 1907-1935, 4849,

76. Mooney and Layman, Organizanon of Military Aeronautics, 1907-1935, 48-49; Public Law 251, .
66th Cong,, 5 June 1920, 6-7.

77. Patrick, The United States m the A, TA-76.

78 Reportof Air Service Traming and Operations Group, 1 July 1920 to 31 December 1920; Aerial
Bombardment Manual mn Awr Service Infornnanon Circular 1, no, 54 (21 May 1920): 5; Air Service
Maral m Aw Service Inforranon Crreular 1, no. 84 (20 September 1920).

79. Patrick, The United States vt the Aw, 76

80 William Mutchell, Our Air Force, The Keystone of Natonal Defense (New York. E. P Dutton
& Co, 1919), zux, 200-1

81. Mooney and Layman, Organizatzon of Milttary Aeronautics, 1907-1935, 54-55, with quotation
from New York Trbune, 21 December 1920

82 Auar Service Stencil 4-471, statement of Brig Gen William Mitchell, assistant chief of the Aax
Service, 4 January 1921

83 Levine, Mutchell Pioneer of Aw Power, 218-59; Tutnbull and Lord, History of United States
Naval Avianon, 193-204.

56

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

_

THROUGH WORLD WARI

84. Hurley, Billy Mutchell, Crusader for Aw Power, 68—£9

85 Ibid , 69, Mooneyand Layman, Organization of Military Aeronautics, 1907-1935, 58-59; Patrck,
The Unnted States i the Air, 81-85

86 Patrick, The Unted States i the Alr, 86-89

87. Report of mspection trip to France, Italy, Germany, Holland, and England, made during the
winter of 1921-22 by Brig Gen Wilhiam Mitchell, 1st Lt Clayton Bissell, and Alfred Verville, 1922,
Levine, Mutchell- Pioneer of Awr Power, 274-71

88. Hurley, Billy Mutchell, Crusader for Aw Power, 75-76, Edward Warner, "Douhet, Mitchell,
Seversky: Theories of AnWarfare,"in Makers of Modem Strategy, ed, BEdward Mead Barle (Princeton
Princeton University Press, 1944}, 487-88, Asr Service Freld Officers School document: A translation
of the fizst 100 pages of Giulio Douhet, The Command of the Aiy, Bemg an Essay on the Art of Aenal
Warfare, With an Appendic Containing Elementary Notions on Aeronauties (Rome  Printing Office for
the Use of the War Department, 1621)

89, Hurley, Billy Mitchell, Crusader for Aw Power, 75

90. Guuho Douhet, The Command of the Aur, trans Do Ferrari (New York: Coward-McCann,
1942), extracts from The Command of the Air by G Dovhet, M1D, Italy #6271 3/23/2 (C70-73)

91. A translation of the first 100 pages of Douhet, The Command of the Air  Stamped received 3
May 1923, Field Officers School, Langley Field, Va

92, Hurley, Billy Mutchell, Crusader for Awr Power, 15.

93 Annuai Report of the Secretary of War, 11 November 1919, quoted in Jones Aviation Chronology,
July-December 1915

94 Patrck, The United States in the A, 89

95 House, Inquury mto Operations of the United States Awr Service, 519

96. Ibid , 522

97, Patrick, The United States m the Air, 112-13

98, Annual Report, chief, Tramng and WarPlans Dmision, Office of the Chuef of Arr Service, fiscal
year ending 30 June 1922.

99, Sherman, "Aur Tactics,* 1521,

100 Oftice of the Chuef of Arr Service, Traming Regulation 440-15, Air Tacnics, 31 August 1922;
draft of War Department Traming Regulation 440-15, Fundamental Conceptions of the Ar Service,
1923,

101 Engmeering Drvision, Aar Service, "Arrcraft Development sinee the Armistice," Arr Service
Information Curcular 5,no 402 (15 January 1923),

102 Report of a Commuttee of Officers Appointed by the Secretary of War [Lassiter Board), 27
March 1923, appendix2  General Statement of the Chief of A1 Serwce.

103 H. H. Tebbetts, The Adjutant General, War Department, to chief of Air Service, letter,
subject, Preparation of a Project for the Peace Establishment of the Aar Service, 18 December 1922;
1st1nd,, May Gen Mason M. Patrick to The Adjutant General, 19 January 1923, 3d ind,, Patrick to The
Adjutant General, 7 February 1923

104 Mitchell, "Notes on the Mulii-Motored Bombardment Group, Day and Night," n d

105, Report of a Commuttee of Officers Appomted by the Secretary of War [Lassiter Board], 27
March 1923,

106. The Joint Planmng Commuttee to the Jomnt Board, letter, subjact Joint A#my and Navy Arr
Program, 28 January 1925.

107, War Department, Field Service Regulations, United States Anny, 1923 (Wastungton, D €
Government Printing Office, 1924), 11, 2124,

108 May Gen Mason M. Patrick to The Adjutant General, War Department, letter, subject
Reorganization of Air Forees for National Defense, 19 December 1924

109 May Gen Mason M Patrick to Ma) Gen H E Ely, commandant, Army War College, letter,
21 February 1925,

110 Patrick, The Unuted States in the Air, 190

111. May Gen Mason M. Patrick to The Adjutant Genexal, letter, 19 December 1924

57

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

112, House Report No. 1653, Reporz of Inqunry mto Operations of the Urted States Aw Service, 68th
Cong., 2d sess., 1925, 1.

113. House, Inquiry into Operations of the United States Air Service, 291, 2032, Mitchell's articles i
the Samrday Evenmg Post were mcorporated into the committee heanngs.

114.Ib:d , 2758

115. Thnd., 1699.

116. Tnd., 44, 2246.

117. Thid , 2252-53, 227071, 2266, 2270, 2265-76.

118 Fod., 330-31, 4.

119, Thid., 51920, 528

120. Ibid., 522-23

121. Thid.,, 291-93, 296, 300, 1676-77, 1689-90, 1912, 1915, 203239, 2240, 2758-59.

122, Patrick, The Uned Staies in the Air, 179-80, Levine, Mitchell: Pioneer of A Power, 318.

123. "Verbatim Report of Morrow Commussion of Inquuy,” in Army and Navy Journal, 26
September 1925, 8-10.

124. Tbid,, 16

125.Thid , 4, 8-9, 17, 21-24.

126. Levine, Mirchells Pioneer of Aew Power, 327-29.

127. Ed., 342-70; "Verbatim Report of Morrow Commusston of Inquiry,” 9--16

12B. House, Jnquury into Operations of the United Staiss Aw Service, 366

129 Tbid ,380.

130. Tnd,, 2177,

131. "Verbatum Report of Morrow Commission of Inguiry," 10,

132 Ihid., 15.

133. House, Departiment of Defense and Unification of Air Sewvice. Heanngs before the Committee
on Muilitary Affairs, 69th Cong,, 1st sess., 1925, 719-21.

134. "Verbatim Report of Morrow Commussion of Inquury," 1-3

135 Tbid ,3-4.

136 House, Jnquuy mto Operations of the United Statcs Air Service, 1758,

137 Iind, 1833, "Verbatim Report of Morrow Comm ssion of Inquizy," 4-7, 15-19.

138 Report of President’s dircraft Board (Washington, D C.: Government Printing Office, 1925),
7,11, 14, 15-21.

139 House, Inquiry into Operations of the United States Asr Service, 5-9.

140. May Gen Mason M Patnick, "The Army Aar Service,” lecture, Army War College, Carlisle
Barracks, Pa., 9 November 1925; Greer, The Development of Air Doctrine in the drmy dir Arm, 19-20

141 House, Departinent of Defense and Unification of dir Service, 397, Levine, Mutchell- Proneer of
Air Power, 322.

142, House, Depariment of Defense and Unification of Aw Service, 638-50, War Department
Training Regulation 440-15, Fundmnental Principles for die Employment of the Air Service, 26 Janvary
1926

143. Senate, The Army Awr Service: Hearings before the Committee on Miluary Affairs, 69th Cong,,
st sess, 1925, 44; Mooney and Layman, Organizanon of Miluary Aeronautics, 1907-1935, 73-80;
Senate, Reorganization of the Army Air Service. Hearings before the Commutize on Military Affairs, 69th
Cong,, 1st sess, 1926, 5-7.

144. Maj Gen Mason M. Patnick to W. Frank Jones, acting chairman, Military Affairs Committee,
House of Representatives, 4 May 1925,

145. Hurley, Billy Mitchell, Crusader for Air Power, 106, Turnbull and Loxd, History of Urnted States
Naval Avianen, 257-58

146, William Mitchell, Winged Defense: The Developmeent and Possibilities of Modern Air Power—
Economic and Military (New York: Putnam’s, 1925), san

147, Thid , xvui.

148 Arnold, Global Mission, 122, 158-59.

58

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

—

THROUGH WORLD WAR I

145, Ibid, 158.

150 Maj Gen Mason M Patrick, "Future of the Awr Serwice,” lecture, Army War College, Carlisle
Barracks, Pa , 17 February 1925, Patnick, "The Army Air Service," 9 November 1925

151, Patnick, "Future of the Air Service," 17 Febevary 1925,

152 Confereitce at the Army War College, following Patrick lecture, 9 November 1925; Mitchell,
Winged Defense, 218-19,

153 Conference at the Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, Pa , 9 November 1925

154 Mutchell, Winged Defense, 12

155. House, Department of Defense and Unification of Awr Service, 436,

156 Maj Thomas D Milling, "Tactics of the Air Forcesm War," lecture, Army War College, Carlisle
Barracks, Pa , 27 November 1923,

157, Patnick, "Puture of the Aur Service,” 17 February 1925

158 Conference at the Army War College, Carhsle Barracks, Pa , 9 November 1925,

159 Patrick, *The Army Aur Service," 9 November 1925.

160 House, Department of Defense and Unification of Aw Service, 398.

161, Maj Gen Robert W, Harper, editorialin Air Unwersity Quarterly Review 2,10 3 (Winter 1948)
76.

. 162, Witham Matchell, Skyways (Philadelpiua- Lippimcott, 1930)

59

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

QOrville Weight GendJechndJ Pershing, Army
chlef of staff, 1921-24.

Loy

Maj Gen Benlamin O. Foulats,
chief, Alr Gorps, 1831-39

Ay

) e oy o . > 3 ne-a-

Brig Gen Willlam Mitchell, Cel Willlam C Shemaan Maj Gen Masan Pattek, chief,

assislant chief, Alr Sewvice, Alr Senvice and Alr Corps,
1821-25 1821-27

60

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

——

CHAPTER 3

GROWTH OF THE AIR FORCE IDEA
1926~41

"Despite popular legend,” reminisced Gen Henry H. Arnold, "we could not have
had any real air power much sooner than we got it.". Arnold reasoned that in the
early 1920s the state of the technological art of acronautics was not far enough
advanced to support air power doctrines. In the ficld of national aviation policy

. and military aviation technology, the early developmental period clearly ended in
1926. In that year the World War I stocks of such items as Liberty engines were
used up or declared obsolete, as were many of the war stocks of aircraft. The ten
aircraft production companies that had survived the stringent years of the early
1920s were getting on sound footing and were receiving some orders for
commercial aircraft. Research and development in aeronautics was making
headway in the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (NACA), at the Air
Corps Materiel Division at Wright Field, Ohio, and in Guggenheim Foundation
laboratories. The Air Corps Act of 1926 stated the policy that the government
should encourage aircraft production companies to develop design and
engineering staffs by following a rather liberal policy of placing experimental
orders for prototype aircraft. It also provided that the government onght not to
enter into competition with private industry by manufacturing aircraft in
government arsenals.

In the early years, the Air Service had considered it logical that the military
services should bear the brunt of the burden of developing aeronautics until such
time as the utility of air transportation could be established. In 1922 the Air Service

. had opened a model airway connecting New York, Norfolk, Washington, and
Dayton; by 1925 the airway was extended to St. Louis, Kansas City, Dallas, and
Fort Worth, Lighted beacons gnided night flying, and radio-meterological stations
were established along the routes. The Air Mail Act of 1925 and the Air Commerce
Act of 1926 took the Post Office Department and the military services out of
commercial aviation, and the acts served as legislative cornerstones for the
development of commercial aviation in the United States. After competitive
bidding, the Post Office Department negotiated 12 airmail contracts; these initial
contracts provided the eventual base upon which the nation’s great trunk airlines
were built, The real breakthrough in aviation, however, occurred in 1927 when
Charles A, Lindbergh’s pioneer trans-Atlantic solo flight on 20-21 May galvanized
the imagination of the people. After May 1927 the public suddenly wanted to fly.
During 1927 the new airline companies carried only 8,679 passengers, but the
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number of passengers transported reached 48,312 in 1928, 161,933 in 1929, and
384,506 in 1930, In 1926 US aircraft productton totaled L186 planes and in 1929
the total was 6,193 —5,516 of which were civil gircraft?

The Air Corps Wins a Foothold

Both Maj Gen Mason Patrick and Maj Gen James E, Fechet, who became chief
of the Air Corps on 14 November 1927, considered the Air Corps Act of 1926 to
have been farsighted legislation. F. Trubee Davison was appointed to the newly
created position of assistant secretary of war for air on 16 July 1926 and Air Corps
officers were assigned to the War Department general staff divisions. After ayear’s
delay while studies were made, the Air Corps was authorized a five-year expansion
program in which it was expected to attain a strength of 1,650 officers, 15,000
enlistedmen, and 1,800 serviceable airplanes, The only difficulty with the Air Corps
Act—according to Secretary Davison—was that it was never fully implemented. .
The legislation was never popular with other agencies of the War Department who
lost funds and personnel spaces to the Air Corps expansion, and there was jealousy
that the Air Corps was permitted special representation at the secretary and
General Staff Tevel. "Those in higher places . . . ," Davison noted, "were looking
more for an alibi rather than a means of carrying out this program." Davison also
noticed that Congress did not appropriate authorized funds in full amounts and
the Bureau of the Budget impounded some of the Air Corps funds that were
appropriated.*

‘As the Air Corps expansion got under way, the chief of the Air Corps continned
to be responsible for the preparation and issuance, through the War Department
General Staff, of traming doctrine for all Air Corps organizations. Because of the
small number of officers in his office, the chief of the Air Service had required the
Air Service Field Officers’ School to prepare basic drafts of doctrinal manuals.
Subsequently redesignated as the Air Service Tactical School in 1922 and the Air
Corps Tactical School in 1926, the institution at Langley proved to be the only
common location of experienced Air Corps officers who had enough time for
creative thinking, Following the practice of other arms and services, an Air Service .
Board was established at Langley in 1922 and was redesignated as the Air Corps
Board in 1926. But the Air Corps did not have enough senior personnel to assign
to this board; thus, the commandant of the Tactical Scho ol and several of its staff
members doubled as members of the Air Corps Board.® The chief of the Air Corps
also took advantage of the experienced men at Langley by referring problems
ongmatm% in the War Department to the Air Corps Tactical School for study and
comment,

Earlyin the 1920s the manuals of the Air Corps Tactical School closely followed
the ideas expressed in statements of air leaders in Washington, Published early in
1926 when Maj Oscar Westover was commandant, the instructional manual
Employment of Combined Air Force envisioned the air arm as coordinate with land
and sea forces and having as its aim the destruction of the enemy’s morale and will
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to resist, preferably by means of attacks against targets in the enemy’s interior.
Pursuit aviation was designed to establish localized aerial supremacy; command
of the air was held to be temporary and fleeting. Bombardment was said to
cooperate with air and ground forces by giving direct support in tactical operations
or by giving indirect support to them through strategical operal:ions.7 In the spring
of 1928, the Air Corps Tactical School undertook a general revision of its texts; on
30 April Lt Col C. C. Culver, now the school's commandant, forwarded to
Washington a paper entitled "The Doctrine of Air Force," which was proposed as
a basis for all texts. This draft doctrine cbviously followed the letter of the faw set
forth in War Department Training Regulation 440-15 and concluded: "In the final
analysis, the army is the principal component of the nation’s militia, both the air
and the naval forces being used to further its interest. . . . The Air component ...
always supports the ground forces, no matter how decisive its . . . operations may
be, or how indirect its support."® When efforts to revise this statement were not

. accomplished to his satisfaction, General Fechet stated his own idea on 1
September:

The objective of war 1s to ovexcome the enemy’s will to resist, and the defeat of his army,
hss fleet or the occupation of his territory 1s merely a means to thuis end and none of
them 1s the true objective If the true objective can be reached without the necessity of
defeating or brushing aside the enemy force on the ground or water and the proper
means furmished to subdue the enemy’s will and bring the war to a close, the object of
war can be obtained with less destruction and lasting after effects than has heretofore
been the case At present the Air Force provides the only means for such an
accomplishment.

The procurement of aircraft under its expansion program was indicative of Air
Corps ideas and concepts; and the performance of the new equipment had a
substantial impact upon Air Corps doctrine. In 1924 the Air Service Tactical School
had stated that a combat air force could not depend upon surface transportation
but required air transport aircraft, The Air Corps began to buy such planes,
although 1 very small numbers since civilian airliners would be available for

. mulitary service in a war ﬂ:ne:rgency.10 In the first year of the expansion, the Air
Corps gave emphasis to the purchase of new observation and pursuit aircraft.
Because of alarming experiences with flutter in experimental monoplanes, the
standard Air Corps pursuit aircraft of the 1920s were predominately biplanes. In
the several years following initial purchases in 1925, the Air Corps bought a total
of 150 Curtiss Hawks series planes. However, in 1928 the Air Corps began to buy
Boeing P-12F biplanes—which had a top speed of 194 miles an hour—as the
standard pursuit planes..11

Since observation planes had higher priority, the Air Corps was not permitted
to purchase any new bombers in the first year of its augmentation. In May 1928
Maj Hugh J. Knerr, the commander of the 2d Bombardment Grouvp (who was
additionally named as chairman of a special Air Corps Bombardment Board),
recommended the development of a light and fast day bomber and a heavier and
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longer range night bomber. This proposal was soon rejected when the War
Department insisted that a twin-engine observation plane be developed and that
provision be made for its modification as a borber, In March 1930 the Air Corps
Tactical School recommended that night bombing was inefficient and proposed
that light and heavy bombers should be built solely for day operations. The school
believed that speed and armament could protect a day bomber. As a result of
circular design proposals in 1930, the Air Corps issued procurement orders for
both Boeing B-9 and Martin B-10 aircraft. Built in 1931, the Boeing B-9 was a
twin-engine monoplane that bore a superficial resemblance to the later B-17.
However, the B-9 subsequently developed a fuselage vibration that made it
unacceptable to buy in quantity. The Martin B-10, on the other hand, was to be the
first of the modern bombers. First flown in early 1932, this all metal monoplane
had front and rear machine-gun turrets, a top speed of 212 miles an hour, and a
service ceiling of 21,000 feet.™

At the Air Corps Tactical School the increasing capabilities of military aircraft .
opened new vistas of air power that visionary instructors desired to exploit. After
completing the school in 1928 and 1929, Capt Robert Olds and Lt Kenneth N,
Walker remained on the faculty as instructors in bombardment aviation. Olds had
assisted Mitchell in his appearances before the Morrow board; Walker was an
experienced bombardment officer who had been a member of the Air Service
Board in 1925, What these two men doubtlessly already believed was confirmed in
May 1929 during the annual Air Corps maneuvers held in Ohio, Maj Walter H.
Frank, assistant commandant of the Air Corps Tactical School, served as chief
umpire. At the close of the maneuvers he reported: "There is considerable doubt
among the umpires as to the ability of any air organization to stop awell organized,
well flown air force attack. . . . The difficulty that pursuit had, not onlyin attacking,
but in finding some of the missions that were sent into hostile territory during these
maneuvers, would make it appear that a well planned air force attack is going to
be successful most of the time." Major Frank obviously had studied Douhet’s
writings, since he observed: "Douhet, a well known Italian writer, says that ‘now
that aviation has entered the ranks as a means of carrying on war, more than ever .
war is going to be a question of give and take.’ It emphasizes the fact that air force
is principally an offensive weapon rather than a defensive one."

Backin the classroom at Langley, Lieutenant Walker saw the major significance
of the theorem that "a well organized, well planned, and well flown air force attack
will constitute an offensive that cannot be stopped.” In fact, his students
subsequently would credit him with originating the whole idea.** The revised Air
Corps Tactical School text The Air Force, issued in April 1930, boldly stated: "a
defensive formation of bombardment airplanes properly flown, can accomplish its
mission unsupported by friendly pursuit, when opposed by no more than twice its
number of hostile pursit" and that "defensive formations of attack can accomplish
their missions, unsupported by friendllg pursuit, when opposed by no more than
their own number of hostile pursuit."> Bombers would rely upon superior speed
and firepower for protection in deep penetrations into enemy territory; the only
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pnrsmt support they would requue Would be in cutting through the crust of enemy
air opposition along the front lines.™
To Qlds and Walker the supremacy of the bomber held important significance.
Under the older air doctrines, air superiority, air supremacy, or control of the air
had been considered to be fleeting and attainable only by the concentration of a
predominant number of pursuit aircraft in a local area. And although the April
1930 version of The Air Force continued to mention the old doctrine, it marked a
shift in air force thinking by suggesting that bomber attacks agamst enemy
airdromes would be the best method of destroying enemy aircraft. 7 The next
revision of The.4ir Force (February 1931) went even further, boldly predicting that
control of the air, air superiority, or air supremacy (the terms were said to be
synonymous) would be attainable throughout a combat theater by destroying the
hostile air force inthe air, onits airdromes, and in the enemy’s depots and factories.
"Victory is practically assured to the commander whose air force has gained and
. can maintain, control of the air," the text stated, "even if hlS ground forces are
merely equal or somewhat inferior to those of his enemy." 18 vPursuit alone,” the
text continued, "cannot ensure protection from air attack, but . . ., bombardment
and attack must participate to a degree undreamed of in the World War in the
contest for control of the air, but attacks against the hostile air force on the
ground. "1 What friendly control of the air would mean in the course of a war had
already been suggested in the April 1930 text:

An army with an air force strong in bombardment and attack should be able to defeat
1ts opponent, as when 1ts air force has reduced the bombazdment and attack of enemy
to a neglimble quantity, its ground operations will progress without important hostile
air interference, and 1its arr force will then be able to assist these operations directly by
attack on terrestrial objectives An air force prepondesately pursuit, cannot materially
affect the ground situation except through the indirect method of destroying hostile
asrcraft,

At the same time that the concept of the primacy of bombardment aviation was
becoming firmly established at the Tactical School, the War Department also
. appeared to have gotten a clear mandate to develop aviation for the performance
of its traditional mission of coast defense. Unwilling to accept General Patrick’s
demands for legislation defining the exact division of Army-Navy responsibilities
for aerial operations at the nation’s sea coasts, the War Department had preferred
in 1926 to rely upon the Joint Army-Navy Board for such decisions. As a portion
of the Joint Board’s Joint Action of the Army and the Navy, approved in December
1926, the secretary of war and the secretary of the Navy had agreed that the Navy's
peacetime purchases of land-based aircraft would be "limited to those primarily
designed and ordinarily used for scouting and patrolling over the sea." In time of
war, however, the Navy would be authorized to conduct "operations from shore
bases for overseas scouting, and for the observatmn and patrol of sea
communications and their defense against raids.?

65

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

Notwithstanding this agreement, both Patrick and Fechet continued to fear that
the Navy intended to take over coastal air defense. The matter came to a head in
August 1930 when Secretary of War Patrick ¥, Hurley received a copy of a Navy
letter to President Herbert Hoover containing severe criticism of the Army
program for coastal air defense, In an effort to clarify the apparent confusion, Army
chief of staff General Douglas MacArthur and chief of naval operations Adm W,
V. Pratt reached an agreement between themselves on 9 J. anvary 1931, which
General MacArthur described in these terms:

Under it the naval air forces will be based on the fleet and move wath 1t as an important
element in performing the essential misstons of s fleet afloat, The Army amr forces
wiii be land based and employed as an element of the Army in carsying out 1ts mussion
of defending the coasts, both in the homeland and in overseas possessions Through
this atrangement the fleet 15 assured absolute freedom of action with no responsibility
for coast defense.

Admiral Pratt apparently entered into this agreement becanse he wished to .

develop the Navy's fleet as an offensive rather than a defensive force. The Navy’s
General Board, however, strongly disapproved of the agreement since it feared
that the Air Corps mightlay claim to the Navy's air stations ashore. After a detailed
study had been made by the War Plans Division, General MacArthur issued an
order on 3 January 1933 specifically requiring the Air Corps "to conduct the
land-based air operations in defense of the United States and its overseas
possessions,"22

Beginnings of the GHQ Air Force

‘When Maj Gen Benjamin D. Foulois moved up from assistant chief to become
chief of the Air Corps on22 December 1931, he brought with him a long record of
experience that went back to the earliest days of Army aviation and a new
assessment of the international situation. From 1920 to 1924, Foulois had served
as the assistant military observer with the American commission and as assistant
military attaché at the American embassy in Berlin, He had had intimate talks with .
many of the German airmen who smarted from defeat: they had insisted that
Germany would rise again and would use aviation to conquer Europe. "The first
phase of the next war," Foulois reasoned, "is going to be the conquest of Europe,
and the second phase is going to be the conquest of the United States. They're
going to use short range aircraft to do the conquest of Europe job, but they’ll need
long range stuff to lick us." Anticipating that the United States could well be
isolated in the Western Hemisphere, Foulois had returned home as an active
advocate of long-range bombers.

As the Air Corps five-year expansion program approached a delayed
completionin 1933, the added War Department responsibilities for coastal defense
and the increasing technological capabilities of bombardment aircraftled General
Foulois to suggest that an air power strategy was appropriate for the United States.
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At the completion of the five-year program, the Air Corps would possess 13
squadrons of obsetvation, 12 squadrons of bombardment, 4 squadrons of attack,
and 21 squadrons of pursuit aviation. Instead of the 1,800 aircraft authorized to it,
however, the Air Corps had only 1,619 planes, of which 442 were either obsolescent
or nonstandard?* The Air Corps based its new defense strategy on the assumption
that the United States would be attacked by a coalition of two or more naval powers
who would muster a superior force of carrier-based aviation and upon the fact that
the War Depariment was responsible for coastal air defense. Based upon this
appreciation of the situation, Brig Gen Oscar Westover, the assistant chief of the
Air Corps, requested that the War Department on 15 March 1933 strengthen the
air garrisons of the Panama Canal department, the Hawaiian Islands, and the
Philippines, and that it anthorize the organization of bombardment and coast
defense patrol units in the six critical defense areas along the Atlantic and Pacific
coasts of the United States. Noting that Air Corps operational doctrine varied
according to the various Air Corps tactical commanders, General Westover asked
authorityto establish a center for tactical research at the Air Corps Tactical School,

which had moved from Langley to Maxwell Field, Montgomery, Alabama, on 1
Tuly 19312

The timing of the Air Corps plan was appropriate since General MacArthur
was considering a reorganization of the Army into four continental armies, but the
War Department General Staff viewed the Air Corps submussion with skepticism.
Like the rest of the world, the United States was in the throes of an economic
depression. The five-year Air Corps expansion plan that was just concluding,
moreover, had worked hardships upon the Army’s ground arms, which had been
compelled to give up personnel spaces to the Air Corps since ceilings on overall
Army strength had been curtailed while Air Corps authorizationshad increased.?
On 3 June 1933 the War Department directed the chief of the Air Corps to submit
a new plan, staymng within his approved ceiling of 1,800 aircraft, that would
recommend the manner in which a general headquarters air force would be
employed under war plans Red, Red-Orange, and Green, War plan Red visnalized
conflict with Great Britain, Orange with Japan, and Green visuahzed certain
operations against a hostile force m Mexico. The Air Corps submitted these plans
on 13 July; on 11 August a special committee of the Army General Council chaired
by Ma] Gen Hugh A, Drum, who was now deputy chief of staff, was desigoated to
review the Air Corps plan. General Fouloxs was a member of this special
committee, usnally known as the Drum board.?’

When it reportedin October 1933, the Drum board was concerned chiefly about
the worst possible strategic alignment that could confront the United States: a
two-front coalition attack by Great Britain and Japan, who would capitalize on the
inferiority of US Navy forces and mount probable surface mvasions of the
northeastern and northwestern United States from beachheads established in the
vicinity of Halifax and Vancouver. Such a war would also be accompanied by
attacks against Alaska, Hawaii, the Philippines, and the Canal Zone. Because of
the elaborate logistical requirements and the rather slow progress of the flight of
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Italian bombers under Gen Italo Balbo to the opening of the Chicago World Fair,
the Drum board did not fear attacks by land-based bombers against the United
States; but it was apprehensive about carrier-based air that would support landings
of British and Japanese forces in Canada. Both Army and Navy air forces would
have to oppose this two-front operation, and the strategic problem posed a distinct
requirement for the organization of a mobile GHQ air force that could be
concentrated in the peripheral areas of the United States to oppose the landings
of hostile forces and to support subsequent ground operations against the invaders.
The Drum board recommended that the GHQ air force should be organized, and
it stated that the Air Corps had a requirement for 2,320 aircraft to be organized
into 27 bombardment, 17 pursuit, 11 attack, and 20 observation squadrons. The
Drum board, however, was unwilling to recommend an immediate increase in Air
Corps personnel or aircraft strength until other Army requirements needed to
augment ground forces were met. Secretary of War George H. Dern approved the
Drum board report on 11 October 19332 ‘

Toward a Long-Range Bombardment Mission

While the War Department was examining ifs strategic planning, additional
information became available from the concentration of a GHQ Air Force
(Provisional) on the Pacific coast for a maneuver defense against a simulated
hostile fleet and accompanying aircraft, In his July 1933 report on this maneuver,
General Westover called attention to the wide disparity between the speed of new
bombers and of pursuit and observation planes. "The modern trend of thought,"
Westover wrote,

15 that hugh speed and otherwise high performing bombardment aircraft, together with
cbservation anation of superior speed and range and communications characteristics,
will suffice for the adequate air defense of this country. The abilify of bombardment
aviation to fly in close formation and thus to msure greater defense aganst air attack
. warrants the belief that no known agency can frustrate the accomplishment of a
bombardment mission. .

Lt Col Henry H. "Hap" Arnold, who served as Westover’s chief of staff during the
maneuver, called for the development of air task forces (including transport
planes) built around the modern bombers. He also recommended that the time
had come to establish an Air Corps board with experienced membership, which
could study and recommend policy for the ultimate development of the air force »

On 12 September, General Foulois, in an appearance before the Army War
College, defined air power "as the strength of a nation in ifs ability to strike
offensivelyin the air" and stated that the size of the air force should "be determined
as that which can operate successfully against that amount of hostile aviation to
which it may be opposed on our frontiers." He stated that "the real effective air
defense will consist of our ability to attack and destroy the hostile aviation on the
ground before it takes to the air." In response to a question put to him on this same
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occasion at the Army War College, General Westover explained: "Within the Army
Air Corps, there has been a growing conviction that we have got to come down to
practlca]ly two types of aircraft. One type designed in general for the patrol
missions, and the other designed for the high-powered, bombmg offensive missions
with sufficient machine gun fire power to protect itself. 3

Although it is impossible to assess the exact degree of influence the ideas of
Giulio Doubet had upon the development of American air power doctrine, there
is no doubt that Air Corps thinkers were familiar with Douhet’s writings. Copies
of Douhet’s "The War of 19.. . . ," which appeared in Revista Aeronautica in March
1930 were in the Air Corps Tacucal School library as early as November 19313
In 1933 Capt George C. Kenney, who had been an instructor at the Air Corps
Tactical School from 1927 to 1929 and was assigned as chief of the Air Corps Plans
Division between 1933 and 1935, made a translation of an epitome of Douhet’s
ideas, which appeared in the French magazine Les Aues. This translation seems to
have provided the basis for an article published by retired Col Charles DeF.
Chandler entitled "Air Warfare Doctrine of General Douhet" in U.S. Air Services
in May 193332 At the very least, Donhet’s arguments for building "battle cruiser"
aircraft that would not require fighter escort and in favor of the decisiveness of air
attack as a means of winning a war, for establishing command of the air by air
attacks against an enemy’s airdromes, and for developing commercial air transport
aviation as an adjunct to military aviation proved useful as a corroboration of Air
Corps ideas. Thus, on 9 May 1933 General Foulois sent 30 mimeographed copies
of Chandler’s article to the chairman of the House Commiitee on Military Affairs
with the notation that the paper "presents an excellent exposition of certain
principles of air warfare.”

Although the War Department was unwilling to permit any immediate Air
Corps expansion, General MacArthur was sympathetic with Air Corps proposals
for the development of experimental long-range bombers., Completed in July 1932,
a study by the Air Corps Materiel Division indicated that a bomber with a speed
of 200 miles per hour, a range of 5,000 miles, and a 2,000-pound bomb load was
technically possible. In December 1933 the Air Corps suggested and the War
Department approved the commitment of funds for Project A: the development
of a long-range bomber that not only would be able to "reinforce either coast line
. .. but would definitely enable . .. reinforcement of , . . Panama and Hawaii." The
single XB-15 that the Boeing Company would deliver under this contract in 1937
would be too large for existing engines (someone once humorously remarked that
if the engines on the XB-15 had ever looked back to see what they were pulling, all
four of them would have quit simultaneously). But technology was catching up with
requirements, and the Air Corps was learning to write military characteristics for
planes that would be good yet attainable. In 1933 the Air Corps distributed
proposals to manufacturers specifying a design competition for a multiengine
bomber with a range of 2,000 niles and a speed of 250 miles per hour. In the design
competition the following year, Douglas offered the DB-1 (an extrapolation from
its DC-3 transport that would be the prototype for the twin-engine B-18); Martin
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proposed a modification of its already successful B-10; and Boeing offered a
four-engine Model 299, whichwould be the prototype of the B-17 Flying Fortress.*

Baker Board Influences Air Organization

‘While making plans to implement the recommendations of the Drum board in
the winter of 1933-34, the Air Corps was suddenly launched into a tragic
undertaking that would center public attention and criticism upon it. Convinced
that there was evidence of collusion and fraud in airmail contracts with commercial
air transport companies, President Franklin D. Roosevelt ordered the Air Corps
to start flying the airmail effective on 19 February 1934. Undertaking this mission
without proper equipment, with inadequate ground organization, in the face of
extremely bad winter flying weather, and with only ten days’ preparation, the Air
Corps expezienced 57 accidents and suffered 12 fatalitics while flying 1,590,155
miles with 777,389 pounds of mail. Alarmed by the loss of life, President Roosevelt, .
on 10 March, directed the Air Corps to operate only in favorable weather
condifions, On 8 May new contracts with private companies went into effect and
the Army Air Corps flew its last scheduled mail flight on 1 June 1934. General
Foulois remembered the airmail episode as a dramatic illustration to the American
people that the Air Corps had been neglected. "In the blaze of editorial and
Congressional reaction to the deaths of Army flyers," Foulois recalled, "the
President and the Congress were, in my opinion, forced to release funds for
immediate use in Air Corps experimental and research work, for the immediate
procurement of advanced types of aircraft and aircraft materiel and for the
immediate advanced training of Army Air Corps personnel >

Even before the Air Corps completed its airmail duty, the secretary of war on
17 April 1934 named Newton D, Baker to head a special committee of civilian and
military members to make a constructive study and report of the adequacy and
efficiency of the Army Air Corps for the performance of its missions in peace and
war.In25 days, the Baker board heard 105 witnesses, but, possiblybecause General
Drum was its executive vice-chairman, the report released on 18 July 1934 accepted .
virtvally all of the conclusions of the Drum board report (which had been approved
the previous October). "Our national defense policy,” stated the report of the Baker
board, "contemplates aggressive action against no nation; it is based entirely upon
the defense of our homeland and overseas possessions, including protection of our
sea and air- borne commerce.” The board found thatthe purpose of the Armywas
"to hold an invader while the citizen forces are being mobilized," Aviation was
advantageous to the national defense, but the board stated: "The idea that aviation
can replace any of the other elements of our armed forces is found, on analysis to
be errcneous. . . . Since ground forces alone are capable of occupying territory, or
with certainty, preventing occupation of our own territory, the Army with its own
air forces remains the uvltimate decisive factor in war." Citing the Drum board
report as evidence that the United States was in no danger of land-based
transoceanic air attack, the Baker board stated that "the ideas that aviation, acting
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alone, can control the sea lanes, or defend the coast, or produce decisive results
in any other general mission contemplated under our policy are all visionary, as is
the idea that a very large and independent air force is necessary to defend our
country against air attack. 136

As was to be expected from its concept of national military policy, the Baker
board recommended that the existing Army and Navy organizations be continued,
with air forces an integral part of each. The board found the only potential area of
Army-Navy disagreement to be the use of aircraft in coastal defense and
recommended that the Joint Board should continue to resolve any such
controversy in accordance with the old formula expressed in the Army
Appropriation Act of 5 June 1920. The board thought that the position of assistant
secretary of war for air should be abolished and that the Air Corps should "become
in all respects a homogenous part of the Army, under General Staff control, and
be subject to military coordination, study, influence, and operation.” Following and
elaborating on the Drum board recommendations, the Baker board recommended
that a headquarters air force be established outside of Washington to supervise
the training and operations of combat air units, that an Air Corps board be created
to formulate uniform tactical doctrines, and that a model Air Corps unit be created
at the Air Corps Tactical School for employment in tactical testing and
experimentation. The board recognized that the Air Corps had a requirement for
2,320 airplanes, but 1t proposed that any Air Corps expansion ought to be a part
of a comprehensive Army augmentation plan.¥’

Of the several members of the Baker board —including General Foulois and
Edgar S. Gorrell - only James H. Doolittle filed a minority report. "I believe,"
stated Doolittle, "that the future security of our Nation is dependent upon an
adequate air force. This is true at the present time and will become increasingly
important as the science of aviation advances and the airplane lends itself more
and more to the Art of Warfare.” Doolittle insisted that the air force could be most
rapidly developed if it were separated from the Army. If this were impossible, the
Air Corps should have a separate budget and promotion list and should be
removed from the control of the General Staff>® There is no indication that these
remarks by Doolittle, an experienced Army aviator who had resigned from the
service to take an engineering job with the Shell Oil Company, were ever
considered by the secretary of war. In fact, Secretary Dern, who was in Panama
when the Baker board completed its report, immediately messaged Baker that he
had "no hesitancy in approving in principle your conclusions.” o

In June 1934 President Roosevelt created the Federal Aviation Commission
under the chairmanship of newspaper editor Clark Howell to make
recomm.endations concerning all phases of aviation. When the commission began
its hearings, Secretary Dern informed it that the War Department endorsed the
report of the Baker board. Brig Gen C. E. Kilbourne, assistant chief of staff, War
Plans Division, moreover, instructed all officers summoned to testify to familiarize
themselves with the approved policy and not to express personal opinions unless
they were so identified.*® William Mitchell seized the opportunity before the
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Howell commission and denonnced the Baker board report. The testimony of Air
Corps officers was marked byrestraint. Colonel Arnold stated his personal opinion
that an independent air force would be desirable, but he evidently stated off the
record that a GHQ air force onght tobe organized and given a two-year trial. Other
Air Corps officers favored no immediate change in defense organization until a
GHQair force had been tested.* In spite of ageneral reticence to talk, Maj Donald
Wilson, Captains Harold Lee George and Robert Olds, and Lt Keaneth Walker
freely expressed many of the ideas that were bzing taught at the Air Corps Tactical
School.

When he appeared before the Howell commission, Captain George emphasized
that "the object of war is now, and always has been, the overcoming of the hostile
will to resist. . ., When that will is broken down, when that will disintegrates, then
capitulation results." Reasoning that the strength of opposing air forces would
never permit a nation to utilize its potential to build air power after a war began,
George defined air power as "the immediate ability of anation to engage effectively .
in air warfare." "Future wars," he predicted, "will be fought by the air forces which
are in existence when the war breaks out and not by air forces which are created
after the war commences." George argued that in a future war air forces would be
in action for weeks or months before land forces got into action and that an air
force, therefore, required independent organization.#

Emphasizing that he was expressing personal opinion, Maj Donald Wilson
pointed out that world conditions were leading toward war, that the basic
principles of war applied by an intelligent enemy portended that the principal
bostile effort against the United States would be through the air, that the defense
problem of the United States with planes of limited range was particularly
disadvantageous, and that an air force organized, equipped, and trained to defend
the United States was an essential element in providing the national defense.

Lieutenant Walker prefaced his testimony by reading the statement of primacy
of the ground force mission as it appeared in the field service regnlations of 1923,
and he charged that Army leaders refused "to consider that an Air Foree is of real
value, other than to cover the mobilization of the Army." "We insist," said Walker, ‘
“that the defeat of the enemy results from breaking his will to resist and that this is
most quickly accomplished, in the scheme of modern war, by distuption, by direct
action, of his means for prosecuting the war. . . . An Air Force is an arm which,
without the necessity of defeating the armed forces of the enemy, can strike directly
and destroy those industrial and communications facilities, withont which no
nations can wage modern war." Walker believed that the Army should control
observation aviation and that the Navy should have aircraft carriers to protect its
fleets, but he urged that a separate air force had to be created for the air defense
of the United States— the air defense mission being defined as seeking out and
destroying the enemy air force on its home bases. "Gentlemen," Walker concluded,
"unless we create an adequate and separate Air Force, this next war ‘will begin in
the air and end in the mud’—in the mud and debris of the demolished industries
that have brought us to our knees."™

- ko
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At the outset of his testimony, Captain Olds expressed opposition to the
creation of a unified air force that would amalgamate all of the aviation components
of the Army and Navy, because he held that the Army mission required observation
aviation and balloons while the Navy mission necessitated sea-based aircraft. Olds,
nevertheless, pointed out that the waging of air warfare was of equal importance
to the waging of ground and sea warfare. "We simply cannot predict a limit," he
said, "nor is it safe to predict the definite role aircraft will fill in a future war. ... A
determined air armada loaded with modern agencies of destruction, in readiness
within range of our great centers of population and industry, may eventually prove
to be a more convincing argument against war than all the Hague and Geneva
Conventions put together." Olds called for the establishment of a department of
national defemse, with subordinate departments of army, navy, air, and
procurement and with a supreme general staff headed by a single chief, He urged
that a national air force should be organized and should have subordinate air forces
in the North Aflantic, South Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific states and in Alaska. He
proposed no changes for the defensive air garrisons assigned to the Army
commands in Hawaii, the Panama Canal Zone, and in the Philippines.®

The members of the Federal Aviation Commission had a splendid opportunity
tomake a fresh approach to aviation problems. However, on 31 January 1935, the
Howell commission reported to Congress that "the present degree of mutual
understanding between the Army and Navy 1s less than might be desired, that the
machinery for settling differences in matters of detail lacks something in
effectiveness, and that the arrangements for keeping commanders in the field
notified of their respective responsibilities in joint operations . . . are strikingly
inadequate." Furthermore, the commission did not believe that it would be easier
to coordinate three services than two. Since plans for the GHQ Air Force were
already being 1ssued, the Howell commission preferred to refrain from comment
on the matter of an independent air force. "It must be noted, however," the report
stated,

that there 1s ample reason to beheve that aircraft have now passed far beyond therr
former position as useful awaliaries, and must i the future be considered and utilized
as an important means of exerting directly the will of the Commander m Ciuef An
adequate stukmyg force for use aganst objectives both near and remote 1s a necessity
for amodern army, and the projected G.H Q. Awr Force must be judged with reference
to1its effectiveness m this respect

Organization of the General Headquarters Air Force

Both in his first conceptual thinking and later in moye exact planning, General
Foulois urged the War Department General Staff to observe the principle of unity
of command when it organized the GHQ Air Force, In March 1933 Foulois stated
his belief that the Axmy chief of staff, in a time of war, should go into the ficld as
the supreme mihitary commander and leave his second in command in the zone of
interior. Following the same pattern, Foulois believed that the chief of the Air
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Corps should accompany the supreme military commander into the field, and he
accordingly made his assistant chief, General Westover, his executive officer so
that Westover would be able to take over all incumbent zone of interior duties in
time of war.¥’ Actually, however, the younger Westover commanded the
Provisional GHQ Air Force in the field maneuvers of 1933 and he headed the
airmail operation. As a part of the planning for the organization of a GHQ air force
under the Army’s four-army plan, Foulois got War Department approval for a
procedure whereby officers from the Office of Chief of Air Corps would
additionally serve as the mobilization staff for a GHQ air force. Under this same
type arrangement, Foulois intended that most of the officers of the Air Corps Plans
Division would, in a war emergency, become the Aviation Section of the Army
General Headquarters in the field.*

In this argument for unity of command within the Air Corps, Foulois expressed
his conviction that it was wholly impracticable to divorce the authority for training
and operations from the functions and responsibilities for research, .
experimentation, procurement, supply, and repair, In what was widely interpreted
as a direct rebuff to Foulois for his advocacy of a separate air force, however,49 the
Baker board not only recommended increased General Staff supervision over the
Air Corps, but it also insisted that the primary functions of the Air Corps were
fighting and development, procurement, and supply of equipment and trained
personnel. The first function should be assigned to the commanding general of a
GHQ air force, who would be directly subordinate to the Army chief of staff. The
second function should continue to be handled by the chief of the Air Corps as a
staff officer of the War Department

The War Department required little tims to effect the top-level change
recommended by the Baker board. The position of assistant secretary of war for
air had been left vacant when F. Trubee Davison rcs1gned at the outset of the
Roosevelt administration, and this post remained vacant>! On 24 August 1934 the
War Department announced that four additional Air Corps officers were being
detailed to General Staff divisions, bringing the number of Air Corps officers on
the high staff level to nine, a proper quota in view of the relative size of the Air
Corps.52 .

Because a GHQ air force represented a new concept, the War Department
proceeded more cautiously with its organization. On 31 December 1934 the
secretary directed that the GHQ Adr Force be organized and begin operation at a
headquarters at Langley Field on 1 March 1935, Headquarters of the Air Force’s
three wings would be at Langley Field, Virginia; March Field, California; and
Barksdale Field, Louisiana. All Air Corps pursmt, bombardment, and attack
groups were assigned to the GHQ Air Forca>® Lt Col Frank M. Andrews, an
experienced Air Corps officer who had been serving on the War Department
General Staff, was announced as commanding general, GHQ Air Force, with a
temporary rank of brigadier general. On 19 February 1935 the War Department
provided Andrews with tables of organization for the new command, and he was

o i w,
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directed to service test the new or%4amzatlon and make a final report on its
effectiveness before 1 February 1936.

Along withits other organizational changes, the Baker board had recommended
the creation of an Air Corps board to formulate uniform tactical doctrine. As has
been seen, such a board had existed on paper since 1922 and had been moved with
the Air Corps Tactical School from Langley to Maxwell in 1931. For more than
two years, General Foulois resisted suggestions from within his own office that the
Air Corps Board ought to be revitalized, both because he had a scarcity of senior
officers and because he preferred to rely on the Air Corps Plans Division for policy
recommendations. Although the Bakerboard forced him to act, Foulois continued
to plead that the Air Corps did rot have the five to eight senior officers needed to
man the Air Corps Board. He accordingly received permission to name the
commandant and assistant commandant of the Tactical School to serve on the
board as an additional duty. Two officers already at Maxwell, Maj William O.
Ryan and Lt Gordon P. Saville, were assigned to the board on full-time duty, In a
statement of mission, the Air Corps Board was directed to consider such subjects
as might be referred to it by the chief of the Air Corps and to originate and submit
to the chief of the Air Corps recommendations looking toward the improvement
of the Air Corps. 35

Development of Doctrine in the Air Corps and GHQ Air Force

Looking backward with regret at his failure to have convinced "those earnest
and conscientious men" of the Baker board of the urgent national need to unify our
military forces and to form an independent air force, James H. Doolittle observed
in 1945 that the report of the Baker board should have borne the subtitle: Pearl
Harbor, Here We Come, "Basica]ly,“ reminisced Doolittle, "the trouble was that
we had totalk about a1rp0wer in t'erms of promise and prophecyinstead of in terms
of demonstration and experience.”d When the GHQ Air Force was organized and
began to receive modern aircraft, the Air Corps was able to begin basing its
doctrine on a lengthening record of demonstrations and experience.

Because of fundamental changes in the Air Corps mission resulting from the
MacArthur-Pratt agreement and the Drum board report, the War Department
directed the Air Corps on 27 December 1933 to review and revise its training
regulations and manuvals to ensure that the new principles and doctrines were
disseminated. The project was assigned to the A#r Corps Training and Operations
Dms:ong butit made little progress because of continuing changes in the Air Corps
mission.>” What the War Department General Staff judged the role and mission
of the GHQ Air Force to be was demonstrated in a directive for a GHQ command
post exercise prepared in the War Plans Division in Junre 1934, That directive
indicated that the bombardment plane was to be the most important element of
the GHQ Air Force. The mission of the GHQ Air Force included bombardment
of enemy establishments and installations beyond the range of artillery, pursuit
action to counter enemy air operations, long-range reconnaissance, and attacks
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against critical targets in the battle area, In addition to furnishing air protection to
bombardment, pursuit aviation was to assist in preventing hostile aviation from
operating over friendly territory. The most important point in the directive was the
manner in which the GHQ Air Force would receive its targets. The preferred
method would designate objectives to the GHQ Air Force commander to "insure
the cooperation of the Air Force with the ground units and that it will be directed
against those objectives which will further the operations of the ground forces and
the general plan of campaign*® In commenting on this directive, General
Westover stated that because of its limited range, pursuit aviation'rarely would be
able to protect bombardment or long-range abservation aircraft. Instead of the
Army General Headquarters assigning air objectives, General Westover
recommended that the GHQ Air Force commander be informed about the
campaign and its objectives and that he be charged to prepare and present an air
plan to support the campaign. This air plan could be modified by General
Headquarters or by the GHQ Air Force as a result of mutual consultation that .
would take place as the campaigp progressed.”

One of the reasons for establishing the GHQ Air Force was that the
MacArthur-Pratt agreement had given the coastal air defense mission to the Army.
This agreement apparently was not popular within the Navy and the Navy
Department promptly reopened the matter in Joint Board discussions following
Admiral Pratt’s retirement in June 1933, In these discussions, Navy spokesmen
insisted that the Navy had a primary mission for "air operations in support of 1ocal
naval defense forces operating for the protection of lines of sea communications
and coastal zones against attacks by hostile submarines and surface raidess.”
Although the Baker board report of July 1934 called for a resolution of this matter
in accordance with the act of Congress of 5 June 1920, the Joint Board agreement
of 26 September 1934, entitled "Doctrine for the Employment of the GHQ Air
Force," stated that the Navy would have "a paramount interest" in operations at sea
when the fleet was present and free to act. Moreover, the agreement authorized
the Navy to maintain "shore stations at strategical centers, where scouting and
patrolling seaplanes may be concentrated to meet naval sitnations."® Air Corps .
officers protested that the agreement gave the mission of coastal frontier air patrol
to the Navy and permitted it to maintain as many shore bases and patrol planes as
it deemed necessary in peacstime as well as wartime. The Navy apparently wanted
to circumscribe the Army air mission still further. In a presentation to the Federal
Aviation Commission in November 1934, the Navy urged that

the Army should develop and build those types of aixplanes required by the Army to
falfill 1ts nussion 1 land operatrons. The Navy should develop and build those types of
airplanes required by the Navy in its operation over the sea or for operation from flest
airbases or naval staizons The Armyshould have paramount nterest over the land and
the Navy over the sea. Neither service should buld or operate planes mtended to
duplicate the functions of the other
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At an assemblage of naval officers at San Diego on 14 June 1935, Adm W. H.
Standley, chief of naval operations, stated that the Navy was going to build up a
striking force of 1,000 airoraft.%

General MacArthur, convinced by the Baker and Howell hearings that the
Army onght to arrive at a united front on the subject of aviation, directed that a
statement of facts, principles, and doctrines relating to the Army Air Corps should
be prepared. In the past the Air Service and the Air Corps had been permitted to
initiate such work, but now the initial task was undertaken by the War Department
General Staff. As a "sighting shot" the War Plans Division (WPD) drew up a draft
revision of War Department Training Regulation 440-15, Employment of the Air
Forces of the Army, and General Kilbourae circulated the draft paper for criticism.
As written the WPD draft asserted that the "land campaign and battle" was "the
decisive factor in war." While it noted that air force action would be intensive at
the beginning of a war, it stated that the advantages of alluring air missions at such
a time should be weighed against the requirement to keep superior air forces in
being to support operations that would take place after the ground armies made
contact, The greatest part of the draft dealt with the employment of air forces in
continental defense. In fact, the revised training regulation defined air defense as
"the means whereby a nation exerts Air Power." During the period of strategical
development before ground contact, the GHQ Air Force commander would work
from "a broad general mission." However, once the battle began, he would receive
specific assignments from General Headquarters.®®

A copy of the War Plans Division’s proposed doctrinal statement was
transmitted to Maxwell Field, where Col John F. Curry served both as
commandant, Air Corps Tactical School, and president, Air Corps Board. Since
the Air Corps Board had only two full-time officers, the study and commentary on
the WPD draft was made by the staff of the Air Corps Tactical School. In the
introduction to its critigue, completed on 31 January 1935, the Tactical School
pointed out that any doctrine whick would receive more than hp service had to
appeal to reason and to be acceptable in principle, The Tactical School was critical
of the fact that the WPD draft was predicated upon the geographicisolation of the
United States and that the mission of countering enemy air forces was narrowly
conceived in terms of conmtinental defense. "The principal and all important
missions of air power, when its equipment permits," stated the Tactical School
critique, "is the attack of those wital objectives in a nation’s economic structure
which will tend to paralyze that nation’s ability to wage war and thus contribute to
the attainment of the ultimate objective of war, namely, the disintegration of the
will to resist." When employed from bases in the United States, the GHQ Air Force
would have such a limited range that the only positive way in which it could ensure
the success of the Army would be to defeat the hostile air force. The possibility of
simuitaneously defeating the hostile air force and of attacking the enemy army mn
support of friendly ground forces was described as an alluring but false doctrine.
Only if the hostile air force were defeated would occasions arise when the GHQ
Air Force would be able to attack targets in direct support of the ground battle.®*
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Very little of the thought contained in the Air Corps Tactical School critique
appeared in the final draft of the War Plans Division paper that was officially
published as the revised War Department Training Regulation 440-15 on 15
October 1935. This regulation defined air power as "the power which a nation is
capable of exerting by means of its air forces." But, it stated, "Air forces further the
mission of the territorial or tactical commands to which they are assigned” It
contemplated that a phase of air operations would probably precede the contact
of the surface forces and that the outcome of this phase would exert a potent
influgnce upon subsequent operations. The functions of the GHQ Air Force
included air operations beyond the sphere of influence of the ground forces, in
immediate support of the gronnd forces, or in coastal defense and other
Army-Navy operations. The regulation stated that the effect which air forces were
capable of producing and the extent to which they would influence warfare was
still undetermined. Complete control of the air was considered to be an unlikely
prospect. But aftacks were to be made against hostile air forces prior to ground .
army confact and the interdiction of enemy reconnaissance and hostile attacking
aircraft was to be a continuing function, during ground battles. In effect the new
edition of Training Regulation 440-15 was a middle-ground compromise between
extreme viewpoints of both air and ground officers. There were enough loopholes
to permit continued air force development. The regulation, for example, respected
the unity of the GHQ Air Force and allowed Ieeway for independent air opetrations
that were to be conducted before ground armies made contact. For the first time,
Maj Gen Follett Bradley later remarked, the regulation spelled out an air dactrine
"to which most Air Force officers could subseribe."®

Beliefs in Bomber Invincibility

Much of the reorientation of the Air Corps that was required when the GHQ
Air Force was being established fell to General Westover, This reorientation had
to do with organization, the procurement of new aircraft, and the promulgation of
a uniform tactical doctrine for the employment of all branches of aviation. General
Westover relied heavily upon the Air Corps Tactical School and the Air Corps .
Board to prepare basic studies in each of these areas. The latter was, in effect, an
arm of the Office of Chief of the Air Corps on detached location at Maxwell Field.
While he was acting chief of air corps in the absence of Foulois (who was nearing
retirement), Westover directed the Air Corps Board on 11 March 1935 to devote
its efforts to preparing a uniform tactical doctrine for all types of Air Corps units.
Buthe indicated that the board’s mission would be expanded when more personnel
could be assigned to it.5

As an immediate solution to the task, the Air Corps Board surveyed the Air
Corps Tactical School’s textbooks and, following some changes in bombardment
and pursuit pamphlets, obtained authorization to make these books available to
field units as doctrine.‘h In June 1935 Lt Col Jacob H. Rudolph was assigned as
director, Air Corps Board, and the Office of Chief of the Air Corps reopened the
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question of the board’s mission. There was general agreement that the board
should be responsible for developing doctrine, making recommendations on air
force organization, and making tactical evaluations of equipment. The Air Corps
Materiel Division demanded that it continue to be responsible for preparing the
specifications for and conducting service tests on new equipment, but it supgested
that the Air Corps Board ought to function as a planning agency that would look
several years ahead and visualize developmental objectives for air force
equipment. All of these ideas were incorporated in the expanded mission of the
Air Corps Board %

Even thongh air officers considered the establishment of the GHQ Air Force
to be a major psychological victory, they recognized that control of the Army’s air
force had been undesirably compartmented. On 2 November 1935 General
Andrews decried the arrangement whereby the GHQ Air Force was responsible
for combat efficiency while the Office of Chiefof the Air Corps selected equipment
and personnel, prescribed tactics and methods of employing combat units, and
controlled funds. General Andrews recommended the creation of an air division
within the War Department General Staff, to be headed by an assistant chief of
staff who would be responsible for military aviation. Alarmed by the rumored
possibility that the Navy might try to take control of continental air defense and
organize a large shore-based air force—said to be favored by Rear Adm Ernest J.
King, chief of the Navy’s Bureau of Aeronautics— the Air Corps Tactical School
forwarded a study to Westover on 13 January 1936 that proposed to establish a
United States air force as a part of the War Department under a chief of air staff.
Under this plan, the chief of the Air Corps would become the deputy staff.
Westover was unwilling to accept either General Andrews’s suggestion or the
Tactical School proposal. He instead urged on 17 January 1936 that the GHQ Air
Force be placed under the chief of the Air Corps. During the next two years, both
Andrews and Westover continued to urge that unity of command was required in
the Air Corps. However, Gen Malin Craig, who became Army chief of staff on 2
OCtOb%’é 1935, was quite opposed to according preferential treatment to the Air
Corps.

With the secretary of war’s approval of the Drum board report, the Air Corps
had an approved requirement for an expansion to 2,320 aircraft that were to be
organized into 27 bombardment, 17 pursuit, 11 attack, and 20 observation
squadrons Several of these squadrons were committed to overseas air garrisons
in the Philippines, Hawaii, and Panama; most of the observation squadrons were
to be in the National Guard. The War Department did not indicate a time schedule
for achieving the limited Air Corps expansion, As a matter of fact, it was going to
authorize personnel increases in the Air Corps onlyin conjunction with an ordered
expansion of the basic ground forces.

At its organization in March 1935, the GHQ Air Force consisted of four
bombardment, three pursuit, two attack groups, and four reconnaissance
squadrons, with a total of approximately 1,000 airplane.s.'m Since this force could
not be greatly expanded, General Andrews desired a continned modernization of
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its aircraft. Because of the limited funds available to the Air Corps during the
middle 1930s, however, much thought had to be given to the planned tactical usage
and the state of the art of aviation technology before awarding contracts for aircraft
purchase. Any arm or service or individual could propose military characteristics
of a reqnired fype of equipment; the Air Corps, like other arms, submitted its
requests, after approval by the Office of Chict of the Air Corps, to The Adjutant
General for General Staff study. Approval of the military characteristics by the
War Department constituted a requirement for the item. Thereafter an aircraft
went through a design phase, the letting of contracts for an experimental model,
the testing and evaluation of the experimental model, the procurement of a small
quantity of aircraft for service testing, and finally the procurement and delivery of
standardized aircraft in numbers. So much time was involved in this process that
when standard aircraft were put in service they were already obsolescent in the
sense that newer ideas for tactical employment and subsequent advances in
aeronautical science had already created a demand for improved types of planes.™

During the early and middle 1930s, the state of aeronantical technology, the .
strategic requirements of the Red-Orange war plans, and the industrial fabric
theory of war, which was being put together at the Tactical School, melded together
to produce an emphasis on the development of long-range bombers. Using the
Iatest model P-26 pursuit aircraft and B-12 bombers in tests flown at March Field,
California, in 1934, Colonel Arnold —who would become assistant chief of the Air
Corps in January 1936 — concluded that the speeds of bombers and fighters were
so evenly matched that "pursuit or fighter airplanes operating from front line
airdromes will rarely intercept modern bombers except accidentally,” Arnold
suggested that the Air Corps ought to develop a two-place, long-range pursuit
aircraft that would be able to provide escort for bombers. During 1935 the Air
Corps Materiel Division experimented with the design of such a pursuit plane,
which basically turned out to be a heavily armed B-10 type. When the matter was
referred to the Air Corps Board, the board reasoned that a large pursnit plane with
pursuit safety factors, with at least 25 percent greater speed than bombers, with at
least the range of bombers, with a higher ceiling capability than bombers, and with
an extremely high rate of climb would probably not be technologically possible. .
The board recommended that experiments to develop such a plane should be
continued, but every conceivable means of self-defense for bombardment aircraft
should be exhausted before such long-range fighters were provided.”

The principal concern of the Air Corps continued to be developing long-range
bombers. From data developed in the Project A bomber program, the Air Corps
Materiel Division reported early in 1936 that an 8,000-mile range,
230-mile-per-hour bomber could be built. Ignoring some protest that such an
intercontinental bomber would be a weapon of aggression not required for
defense, the War Department authorized General Westover in April 1936 to
secure a prototype plane from the Douglas Aircraft Company. Given the name
Project D and, when it was completed in 1941, the XB-19, this intercontinental
bomber would provide a great quantity of technological information needed for
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the development of long-range bombers. But, like the B-15, the XB-19 would be
underpowered for its size and weight and would never be placed in quantity
procurement.

Already, as a result of design competitions announced in 1934, the Boeing
Company offered a prototype XB-17 and the Douglas Company provided an
XB-18. In its initial tests during 1935, the four-engine XB-17 flew nonstop at 232
miles per hour for a distance of 2,100 miles. The Air Corps was so favorably
impressed that it wished to purchase 65 of these aircraft, but an unfortunate crash
on 30 October 1935 destroyed the original XB-17 before it could be formally
evaluated. As a result, the War Department awarded the 1935 bomber competition
contract to Douglas for the purchase of 133 twin-engine B-18s. In February 1936
the Air Corps obtained permission to order 13 YB-17s for service testing. One
3ust1ficat10n used at this time was that a limited purchase order would assist Boeing
in developing a commercml transport aircraft. Delivery of these 13 planes was
completed in August 1937.7

During May 1937 GHQ Air Force tested the first seven of the B-17s delivered
in an Army-Navy maneuver off the Pacific coast. Because it had greater range and
speed than the B-10s that also participated, the B-17s showed important
advantages both in sea search and in bombing operations against the battleship
Utah, which was deployed for maneuver purposes under a fog bank 385 miles off
the California coast. Using new Norden bombsights, the crews of the B-17s were
able to score many hits thh water-filled bombs with as little as five-second bomb
runs over the battleship.” S After nearly a year of service testing the B~17 in the 2d
Bombardmeat Group, Lt Col Robert Olds recommended that the B-17 be
classified as standard and that the GHQ Air Force’s three bombardment groups
be equipped with them. Col Hugh J. Knerr, chief of staff of the GHQ Air Force,
positively stated that his headquarters was convinced that the B-17 airplane "is the
best bombardment aircraft in existence; particularly for coastal defense
purposes."77

Atthe Air Corps Tactical School, news of the superb performance of the YB-17
and the hope that the intercontmental XB-15 might prove practical strengthened
proponents of strategic bombing. As demonstrated by its critique of the draft of
Training Regulation 440-15, the Tactical School as early as January 1935 had
rejected the idea that Air Corps doctrine be solely linked to continental defense
and had argued that the mission of air power was to paralyze a hostile nation’s will
and ability to wage war. The Air Corps Tactical School text The Air Force, issued
on 1 March 1936, stated that a hostile air force was a primary strategic air objective.
But, it argued, the defeat of an enemy air force might entail difficult and
time-consuming operations that might not prevent the enemy from quickly
attaining his purpose by direct attack. "In selecting the hostile air forces as the
objective," the text stated, "it is intended to remove the only force that can
successfully oppose the attainment of the ultimate objectives and thus achieve a
status that will permit unhampered application of pressure against the nation "
By 1938 the school was teaching:
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Aur warfare may be waged against hostile land forces, sea forces, and air forees, or 1t
may be waged directly agawnst the enemy nation. The possibility for the apphieation of
military force agamnst the vital structure of a sation directly and immediately upon the
outbreak of hostrirties 15 the most important and far reaching development of modern
times

The concept of bombardment invincibility and of the defensive character of air
battles was not implicitly accepted through the Air Corps. Even at Maxwell Field,
in the five years that he served as an instructor and post officer prior to his
retirement in 1937, Maj Claire L. Chennault argued that pursait aviation was a
weapon of opportunity that might be employed either offensively or defensively.
To support his contention, Chennault devised and advocated a workable plan for
aircraft warning and pursuit control services based upon visual aircraft observers
and radio and telephone communications nats.3® Lt Col Millard F. Harmon
subscribed wholeheartedly to the requirement for the development of
bombardment, but he was "irked [to] no end" at the lack of prestige accorded to .
pursuit. Named to head a board of GHQ Air Force officers at Barksdale Field to
review the Air Force text in 1935, Harmon suggested that it was entirely possible
that a hostile air force could be defeated by air combat and other activities. His
board also argued that defense of the United States was the established national
policy —not the destruction of vital elements within enemy nations.5! Maj O. S.
Ferson, a member of the board at Barksdale, argued that improved interplane
radio comuunications would enable an air commander to control large airborne
forces and thus to fight major coordinated air battles.52 Lt Col A. H. Gilkeson,
commander of the 8th Pursuit Group, stated bluntly that "this recent academic
tendency to minimize, if not entirely dismiss, the consideration of the fighting force
as a powerful and extremely necessary adjunct of the air force has Ied to the
teaching of doctrines which have not been established as being true and might even
be fatally dangerons fo our aims m the event of armed conflict.” Gilkeson urged
that "a superior fighting force will always gain control of the air in at least a
restricted sense,"®>

In an effort to develop facts on pursuit aviation, General Westover directed the ‘
Air Corps Board in 1935 to determine whether the Air Corps had a requirement
for developing an interceptor. In February 1937 the board reported that the most
efficient means of neutralizing an enemy air offensive was to attack operation
against the bases that supported the offensive. The board recommended that
friendly defenses against hostile aircraft would be necessary, and it recommended
an immediate development of an interceptor that would have aircraft cannon and
at least 20 percent greater speed than proposed bombardment planes. The board
alsorecommended thatimmediate stepsbe taken to provide ground observer posts
and aircraft reporting nets in the United States and its overseas possessions.
Without having waited for the delayed Air Corps Board report, the Air Corps
Technical Committee in November 1936 had already identified military
characteristics for an interceptor aircraft. During fiscal year 1937 the Air Corps
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ordered an XP-37, which would be the progenitor of the P-40, and an XP-38, which
would become standard as the P-38 Lightning, Like the XP-39, which was ordered
in fiscal year 1938, the Lightning would be a short-range, cannon-equipped
interceptor.

Thoughts on Air Support Aviation

During the 1920s, possibly because of Mitchell’s enthusiasm for snch an aircraft,
the Air Corps had been interested in developing and employing heavily armored
attack planes that could seek out and destroy enemy personnel and materiel in
low-level strikes. The Lassiter board of 1923 recommended that both observation
squadrons and a force of attack and pursuit aviation should be an integral part of
field armies. The assumption was that attack aircraft would be designed for strafing
and fragmentation bombing, In the Jate 1920s, however, the Air Corps did not have
a standard attack aircraft; thus, in Air Corps manenvers pursuit squadrons
frequently were employed to simulate attack missions. In 1932 tests of the all metal,
low-wing Curtiss XA-8 aircraft led to the procurement the following year of 46 of
these planes, which were redesigned with radial engines and designated A-12s.
Following development from a commercial aircraft model, the Air Corps secured
delivery of 110 Northrop A-17s in 1936, These two-place monoplanes carried five
30-caliber machme guns and stowed fragmentation and demolition bombs
internally.ss

When the Army began looking toward a reorganization of its basic ground
forces, the Air Corps initiated serious studies of ground support aviation. In a
report on the modernization. of the Army completed on 9 January 1936, the Air
Corps Board recommended that there should be no change in the existing
assignment of an observation group and a balloon observation group as organic
parts of each corps and an observation group as an organic part of each field army.
The board, however, displayed misgivings about the proposed assignment of attack
aviation as an organic part of an army. It noted that attack aviation would appear
to be "an ideal weapon in the hands of an Army commander.” But, the board
argued, because of its expense, relative scarcity, and capability to penetrate, attack
aviation ought to be assigned to the GHQ Air Force, in order that it conld be used
anywhere in a theater of operations as directed by General Headquarters. "A
weapon capable of giving dixect support to more than one subordinate unit," the
board reasoned, "should be assigned to a superior headquarters.” The board also
mdicated that one of the princtpal missions of attack aviation would be to disrupt
the railways that supported an enemy’s front; highways were thought to be much
less vulnerable to air attack.®

At a 13 April 1936 meeting of the General Staff committee that was studying
the reorganization of the Army, General Westover reported his approval of the Air
Corps Board report. In some cases, Westover said he would be willing to attach
aviation to armies or corps, but he emphasized that aviation sapporting an army
normally ought to operate under the control of the GHQ Air Force. Westover
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further stated that because of the relative invulnerability of dispersed ground
troops, aviation should not be used against frontline troops except in vital
situations.®” In commenting on one of the Army reorganization planning papers
sent to him, General Andrews took strong exceptions to the term air-ground
military team. He could understand how observation aviation could be a part of the
air-ground team, but he argued that pursuit, attack, and bombardment received
no assistance from the ground forces in their combat operations. The War
Department General Staff did not agree with these independent ideas. It insisted
that "even independent air operations are carried out as part of the general plan
of the Commander-in-Chief . . . and must be designed to support the general
strategic purpose which he desires to attain,"®

War Department General Staff Reorients Air Programs

Early in the 1930s the War Department had been willing to permit the
development of experimental long-range bombers, apparently because General ‘
MacArthur held a permissive attitude toward such an endeavor., The attitude of
the War Department General Staff switched abruptly after October 1935 when
General Craig became Army chief of staff. Beginning in 1936 General Craig and
his deputy chief of staff, Maj Gen Stanley D. Embick, %ressed the entire Army to
reduce expenditures for research and development In June 1936 the War
Department turned down Westover’s request for authority to buy a test quantity
of XB-15s and enough B-17s to equip at least two groups. At a General Staff
conference on bombardment held on 28 August, both Westover and Andrews
argued that the four-engine bomber would be the most effective weapon that the
Air Corps could procure, but the General Staff held that the "bulk of bombardment
aviation operating with a mobile Army should be the size and capacity of the
standard B-18 medium bomber." Alleging that no action could be taken until the
YB-17s were thoroughly service tested, the War Department cut B-17
procurement out of the Air Corps budget requests for fiscal years 1937 and 1938
and added twin-engine bombers. Because of the successful service tests of the
YB-17s in the summer of 1937, however, the War Department later authorized the ‘
Air Corps to procure 26 B-17Bs from fiscal vear 1938 carryover funds and 13
B-17Bs from current funds in fiscal year 16395

Although the Air Corps was not obtaining the type of aircraft that it felt
necessary for its missions, the War Department procurement actions of the middle
1930s pushed the Air Corps toward its authorized strength of 2,320 aircraft, which
would be attained with fiscal year 1939 purchases. Looking toward stabilizing and
modernizing Air Corps strength at this figure by the annual purchase of newer
replacement aircraft, Secretary of War Harry H, Woodring directed the General
Staff to provide him with a ﬁve-year axrcraft replacement program that would take
effect beginning in fiscal year 1940 After it had been drawn up in conferences
between Westover and Andrews and had been modified by the General Staff,
Secretary Woodring on 18 March 1938 approved the Balanced Air Force Program
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(better known as the Woodring program), which authorized the Air Corps to
maintain a combat strength of 144 four-engine bombers, 266 twin-engine bombers,
259 attack aircraft, and 425 pursuit aircraft. Although the Air Corps had also asked
to purchase a modest number of transport planes, Woodring instead directed that
obsolete bombers would be used for transport purposes, The Air Corps was
spemﬁca]ly authonzed to purchase 67 four-engine bombers in fiscal year 1940 and
48 in fiscal year 1941 %2

Although the Woodring program was said to manifest "an excellent spirit of
cooperation with the ultimate objective of the Army," events were brewing that
would cause the War Department to suspend heavy bomber procurement. In April
1937, the chairman of the House Appropriations Subcommittee that handled War
Department estimates recorded his protest against the unwise tendency to build
larger and more expensive bombers such as the B-17, On 23 September, howevet,
Andrews forwarded an elaborate defense of the planned four-engine bomber
procurement under the Woodring program. He argued that: (1) the heavy-load,
long-endurance multiengine bomber was a powerful instrument of defense and, in
view of the nation’s fortunate strategic position and defensive policy, such an
airplane as the basic element of the GHQ Air Force was essential to accomplishing
the GHQ Air Force mission; (2) such an airplane, with bomb and fuel loads
interchangeable to a high degree, offered the most ecoromical and efficient means
of performing the functions of reconnaissance and bombardment (though not on
the same mission); (3) based on per ton load of bombs carried or per square mile
of area reconnoitered, a multiengine aircraft was actually cheaper to operate than
medium bombers such as the B-10 or the B-18; and (4) in view of these factors the
process of experimental aircraft and engine development had to continue 501 that
bombers of longer range and superior performance couldbe made available.”® On
9 October 1937 Andrews told an audience at the Army War College that "from
some sources comes the statement that the modern development of large bombers
is for the purpose of aggressive action on the part of the United States. Often we
hear of our large bombers spoken of as “‘Weapons of Cffense,’ ‘Superbombers,
and similar appellations. These terms are unfortunate and mmleadmg

At the same time that General Andrews was pleading the cause of the
multiengine bomber, Army officers were drawing different lessons as a result of
reports received from the Italian campaign in Ethiopia and the Spanish Civil War,
An Army War College course conducted during September 1937 taught that air
power had limited value when employed independently and was chiefly useful as
a support for surface operations, The course text Air Forces and War cited military
attaché reports received from Spain, which said that high-altitude bombing was
ineffectual, that the Flying Fortress concept had "died in Spain,” and that small
bombers and ﬁ ters, which could operate from cow-pasture facilities, were of the
utmost uuhty ‘What made the text seem more authoritative was the fact that Col
B. Q. Jones, a long-time Air Corps officer who had served as a sector commander
in the airmail episode and was now an instructor at the Army War College,
completely endorsed it in a summary lecture. Colonel Jones, who would transfer
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to the cavalry in 1939, stated that the Spanish Civil War had demonstrated that the
capabilities of air power had not progressed markedly from those displayed in
World War I. He advocated using bombardment aviation as long-range artillery,
attaching attack and bombardment aircraft to lower echelons of the Army for use
in the same manner as artillery, and employing GHQ aviation in close support of
ground forces. Seeking to counteract the influence of the Jones lecture in War
Department General Staff, 1Lt Cols Ralph H, Wooten and Walter F. Kraus, the
Air Corps officers assigned to the G-3 division, drewup a paper which pointed out
that Jones was inconsistent with approved Army doctring incorporated in Training
Regulation 440-15. General Embick, however, refused to accept this finding.
"Aviation," he wrote on 23 October 1937, "is a new arm. Qur present War
Department doctrine has had to be based necessarily on theory and assumption
rather than on factual evidence. Now we are getting evidence of that character. No
doctrine is sacro-sanct, and of all military doctrines that of our Air Corps should
be the lasttobe so regarded n .

Eventhongh the Woodring program authorized the procurement of four-engine
bombers for the Air Corps, the War Department General Staff apparently had
approved the program with severe misgivings. The whole matter was thrust back
into controversy in May 1938, when General Westover, mindful of the fact that the
B-17s were already four years old, requested the War Department to anthorize the
Ajr Corps to undertake the development of a new high-altitude, 4,000-mile-range
bomber, that could carry two tons of bombs. General Embick exploded into action.
"Our national policy," he wrote on 9 May, "contemplates preparation for defense,
not aggression. Defense of sea areas, other than within the coastal zone, is a
function of the Navy. The military superiority of a plane the size of even. the B-17
over the two or three smaller ships that can be procured with the same funds,
remains to be established, in view of the vulnerability, air base limitations, and
complexity, of the former type. . . . If the equipment to be provided for the Army
Air Corps be that best adapted to carry out the specific functions appropriately
assigned it under Joint Action as an integral part of the national defense team,
there would appear to be no need for a plane larger than the B-17, and only the
relatively small number of the latter desirable as potential reinforcing units for .
Oahu or Panama,"

At Gereral Embick’s instigation, the War Department referred Westover’s
request for the development of a high-altitude, long-range bomber to the Joint
Army-Navy Board for review. On 29 June the Joint Board reported that it
visualized no likelibood that the Army Air Corps would be called upon in time of
war to perform missionsrequiring the use of bombers with greater capabilities than
those of the B-17. It believed that the Air Corps would be called upon to perform
many missions with less expensive medium bombers. It recommended, therefore,
that the largest proportion of Army bombardment and reconnaissance planes
ought to be aircraft smaller than the B- 1778 The assistant chief of staff G-4
estimated that the funds required to buy 67 B-17s in the first year of the Woodring
program could otherwise be used to purchase nearly 300 attack bombers. He
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recommended that such a change in procurement should be made, General Craig
approved the recommended change, noting: "This is O.K. and solves the problem
of 17-Bs vs. medium bombers." On 29 July the War Department informed Westover
that the approval given to the Woodring program was withdrawn and that estumates
for bombardment planes to be procured in fiscal vear 1940 would be restricted to
light, medium, and attack types.”® On 6 August Westover was additionally
informed that tho developmental expenditures for fiscal years 1939 and 1940 would
be "restricted to that class of aviation designed for the close support of ground
troops and the protection of that type of aircraft."’

In the same season, General Craig gave indications that he wished to transfer
Army responsibilities for coastal defense to the Navy. As a part of the Navy
expansion program submitted to Congress in January 1938 by President Franklin
D. Roosevelt, the Navy not only requested funds to purchase a large number of
patrol aircraft, but also asked relief from the proviso that had been incorporated
in all naval appropriation bills since 1920 whxch Iimited it to not more than six air
bases on the coasts of the United States.'** In the opening phase of the GHQ Air
Force war games in the northeastern United States, however, General Andrews
employed B-17 and B-18 bombers in sea search and simulated attack missions
against vessels bound toward the United States. In one mission, on 12 May, three
B-17s successfully located and snnulated attacks against the ocean liner Rex at a
distance of 725 miles out of New York 1% To the Air Corps, the interception of
the Rex proved the value of the B-17 for coastal defense, but the demonstration of
effectiveness apparently displeased either the Navy or the War Department
General Staff,

What happened next has never been exactly documented. General Arnold later
suggested that the Navy protested the flight of the B-17s so far out to sea and that
the War Department agreed to limit Air Corps patrol activities. Ira C. Eaker, who
was then a major, recalled that he was in General Andrews’s office when General
Craig telephoned and verbally instructed him to limit Army flights to a 100-mile
zone off the nation’s coasts. According to Arnold, the War Department would not
put this order in writing; nonetheless it was binding and evidently represented a
coordinated Army-Navy policy.'®® Indicating that old policies had somehow
changed, a revision of the manual Joint Action of the Army and the Navy, issued on
8 August 1938, authorized shore-based naval aircraft "to operate effectively over
the sea to the maximum distance within the capacity of aircraft development,"®*
Army aircraft, on the other hand, had to operate at areduced range. As the repost
on the annual tactical inspection of the GHQ Air Force made on 28 July 1939
protested, "navigation training in the GHQ Air Force has suffered because of the
100-mile restriction, except by special permission I]glaced by the War Department
on the distance to which airplanes may fiy to sea."

Westover protested that disapproval of the Woodring program had set the
development of the Air Corps back by at least five years and would restore
hit-or-miss procurement. He formally requested that the original Woodring
program be reestablished and that the Air Corps be authorized to develop a
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successor aircraft to the B-17.19 The War Department General Staff deliberated
Westover’s reclamé af great length. In the end the G-4 Division provided General
Craig with what he described as "a very able study," which was used as the basis for
the carefully weighed War Department decision rendered on 5 QOctober 1938. In
this decision the War Department professed to recognize the increased potential
of aircraft, but it still proclaimed that "none of this progress . . . has changed the
conception that the Infantry Division continues to be the basic combat element by
which battles are won, the enemy field forces destroyed and captured territory
held." Moreover, the War Department held to the position that all combat arms
ought fo be brought up to nearly equal preparedness status and that the Air Corps
could not be maintained "in a higher state of immediate war readiness than the
other arms.” It enjoined the Air Corps "to obtain and develop aircraft suitable for
the close support of ground troops to the same extent that now pertains with
respect to types suitable for strategic and more distant missions." Only one
concession was made, In order to provide areplacement for the B-17 at some future .
date the restriction previousl%f imposed on the development of four-engine
bombing planes was rescinded.1%?

Efforts to Describe Air Doctrine

Atleast in theory the chief of air corps was responsible for preparing Air Corps
doctrine. In June 1935 General Westover had first directed the Air Corps Board
to formulate a uniform tactical doctrine for the Air Corps. But with never more
than five full-time members, the Air Corps Board had found it difficult to complete
the doctrinal manuals project. At the top level in Washington— as Colonel Kraus
pointed out—the War Department General Staff exerted "an important influence
on the tactical doctrine" of the Air Corps since "such doctrines obvionsly must be
governed to a large extent by the characteristics of the weapons made available.* %
Located as it was at Maxwell Field, the Air Corps Tactical School was far from
sympathetic toward official Army doctrine. As a matter of fact, the Tactical School
frankly questioned and invited academic disagreement with all doctrine. "Battles
have been won too often," stated Capt Laurence S. Kuter, in a lecture on 2 March .
1938, "by the judicious violation of doctrine, . . . Disagree with doctrine in the
conference room—be familiar enough with it to violate it in the conference
room —but know it well enough to know what it is and why you are violating it.0°
'The school was able to think and teach about absolutes in war that were not
necessarily related to current war plans. "Even though air warfare may be waged
simultaneously against both the enemy armed forces and the enemy national
structure,” the school argued in 1938, "the main purpose of the air offensive wilk be
to nullifir the former so as to permit breaking down or conclusively threatening the
Tatter." 0

While the Air Corps Board was mindful of the mandate requiring it to provide
a uniform tactical doctrine for the Air Corps, work on this project could not get
under way prior to the final publication of War Department Training Regulation
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440-15 in Qctober 1935, Even when this regulation appeared, Colonel Rudolph,
the Air Corps Board’s director, pointed out that it did not contain the fundamental
principles that were needed to guide Air Corps development. For one thing, the
Army was not definitely committed to provide aviation for coastal defense,
Rudolph pointed out these facts to General Westover in May 1936, Consequently,
Westover instructed the board to prepare a study on the functions of the Army air
force. This study recommended that the War Department commit itselfto develop
air forces for continental defense, immediate support of ground combat, and
conduct of strategic offensive operations, In April 1937 Brig Gen Henry C. Pratt,
commandant of the Tactical School and ex officio as president of the Air Corps
Board, requested that the War Department approve these functions as a guide for
both the board and the school. The War Department refused to do so, noting that
such strategic questions had no place in an Air Corps field manual.111

In response the Air Corps Board reduced the scope of its field manuals project
to two volumes: the first to deal with tactics, technique, and training, and the second
to deal with maintenance, base functions, logistics, and staff data. Giving priority
to the first volume, the board forwarded a complete draft to the Office of the Chief
of the Air Corps on 11 March 1938. General Pratt pointed out that the manual
represented "an enormous amount of work, thought, and study . . . and constitutes
the best available thought on the use of a D-day air force. "M% After making some
suggested changes in wording, the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps submitted
the draft manual to the War Department on 14 September 1938. The General Staff
reviewed the draft and returned it to the chief of the Air Corps on 29 March 1939,
Maj Gen R. M. Beck, assistant chief of staff G-3, suggested an outline for its
revision. Beck stated that the manual ought not to make any mention of
independent air operations or of air attacks that were designed to destroy the
morale of the enemy’s population. He also said that discussion of air action against
naval forces should be avoided since this was within the province of Joint Board
papers. Beck provided a statement of basic Air Corps doctrine thathad been drawa
up in his division and which he directed would become the first chapter of the Air
Corps manual. The basic tenor of this G-3 doctrinal statement, which was not to
be changed without coordination with G-3, left little doubt that it was the intention
of the War Department General Staff to develop and employ aviation in support
of ground operations. "The mission of the air component of the Army,” the
statement read, "is to perform effectively the air operations devolving upon the
Army in its assigned functions in the National Defense. . . . Air operations beyond
the sphere of action of the surface forces are undertaken in furtherance of the
strategical plan of the commander of the field force."!*>

Aviation in Support of the Monroe Doctrine

Meanwhile, General Arnold, the assistant chief of the Air Corps, expressed
doubts that the roles and missions of the Air Corps could be justified on an abstract
basis. Early in June, Aznold expressed concern that the forces of aggression
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building upin Europe could well threaten the Western Hemisphere. He, therefore,
sawthe need to study the employment of the Air Corps in support of national policy
as represented by the Monroe Doctrine, He thought it best that the study remain
unknown to the War Department until the Air Corps had "crystallized its own
thought.” Among its other undertakings, the Air Corps Board was already working
ona study to determine the most effective methods of using aircraft in defense of
the continental United States. Arnold accordingly assigned the secret Monroe
Doctrine project to the Air Corps Board on 6 June, When General Pratt protested
that neither the Tactical School nor the Air Corps Board was equipped for making
war plans, General Westover told him that the board would undertake the study
with such assistance as it could get from the Tactical School faculty.t 114

But because of a shortage of personnel during the summer vacation season at
Maxwell Field, the Air Corps Board made little progress on the Monroe Doctrine
until August 1938, when Col J. H. Pirie and Maj Orvil A. Anderson reported as
the board's director and recorder. As Anderson later recalled, the Air Corps .
Board had never before addressed a specific situation that so clearly demanded
long-range bombers and quasi-independent air actions as did the requirement for
air defense of the hemisphere under the Monroe Doctrine. After an analysis of the
potential military requirements for support of the Monroe Doctrine, Anderson,
who drewup the logistical requirements for the study, was able to demonstrate the
inherent efficiency of long-range aircraft in terms of planes, personnel, and bases
required, to defend the North American continent and the South American
continent down to the 36th parallel against seaborne threat or invasion, The study
was not developed in full detail because Arnold, who became chief ofthe Air Corps
on 22 September 1938 following Westover’s death in an air accident, demanded
that it be put in his hands not later than 18 October, Nevertheless, the study
recommended in some detail the development and procarement of bombardment
and reconnaissance aircraft with a radius of action of at least 1,500 miles, a surface
ceiling of 35,000 feet or more, and the highest speed consistent with its range and
altitnde.’™> General Armold immediately approved the Air Corps Board report.
Andbelieving that the appeasement manifested at Munich at the end of September
portended an almost certainty that Germany would regain her former African .
colonies and nse them as a springboard to establish points of strength in South
America, Arnold argued that the Air Corps needed seven heavy bombardment
groups and an equal number of heavy reconnaissance squadrons for stationing in
the United States, Alaska, Panama, and Hawaii to close the aerial doors to the
United States.*

Mobilization for Western Hemisphere Defense

Despite Adolf Hitler’s ability to gain concessions in Europe partly becanse of
the Luftwaffe’s superiority, the US War Department continued fo advocate a
phased augmentation of all of its basic forces, including the Air Corps. In October
and early November, General Arnold submitted several proposals to the War
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Department looking toward an increase in Air Corps strength and an immediate
expansion of aircraft production industries, but General Craig could not see how
these actlon.s could be taken without upsetting the orderly balance of Army
forces.'7 Whether any of the Air Corps proposals got through the General Staff
to the White House appears in doubt,

But President Roosevelt had his own sources of information and he was going
to make decisions independently of the recommendations of the War Department.
For instance, in a confidential letter dated 11 July 1938, Ambassador Hugh Wilson
in Berlin was emphatic in his discussion of the German air potential either for war
or political blackmail, Likewise, in a long conversation with Roosevelt on 13
October, William C, Bullitt, the ambassador to France, brought out the belief of
the French military chiefs that Hitler’s power rested npon an already large air force
that could be expanded rapidly. Both the British and French wanted the United
Statesto increase aircraft production drastically in order that they could buy planes
to build up aerial fleets that would either overawe Hitler or, if war came, could
help to defeat the Axis without American armed intervention. 18

At a meeting of civilian and military Ieaders at his White House office on 14
November 1938, President Roosevelt issned instructions that General Arnold later
described as the Magna Carta of the Air Force. Roosevelt announced that
airplanes —not ground forces —were the implements of war that would influence
Hitler’s actions. In view of the air orders of battle of the Axis nations, he continued,
the United States had to prepare itself to resist assault on the Western Hemisphere
"from the North to the South Pole." Roosevelt’s desired objective was an Army air
force of 20,000 planes and an annual productive capacity of 24,000 aircraft, but he
did not think that Congress would approve more than 10,000 planes—2,500
trainers, 3,750 combat line, and 3,750 combat reserve—and this became the
objective. Roosevelt’s plan also called for the construction of seven
government-financed aircraft plants, two of whichwould be put into operation, the
remainder to be temporarily in reserve. 119 president Roosevelt’s announcement
that he would present an Air Corps expansion program to Congress in his State of
the Union message early in January 1939 left little time for planning. The Office of
the Chief of the Air Corps had no staff agency that was able to state immediately
what the complexion of the Air Corps ought to be. Arnold quickly began to transfer
into his office a roster of experienced Air Corps officers. This group included Lt
Cols Carl Spaatz, Joseph T. McNarney, Ira C, Eaker, and Maj Muir S. Fairchild.
When Captain Kuter stopped on a flight to Bolling Field to refuel, he found orders
to report to the basement of the Munitions Building where Major Fairchild and
Captain Kenney were attempting to determine how big an air force was needed
and for what it was needed. Many of the answers came from an Air Corps Tactical
School map problem that had focused on the defense of the Western Hemisphere
against an Axis air threat from the direction of Dakar and Natal. Largely on the
basis of this strategic concept, the Air Corps stated requirements for a 5,500
airplane program that promised to fall within the cost figure of $500 million that
Roosevelt had said he would request for airplanes. When the plan went to the War
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Department General Staff for review, however, the War Plans Division insisted
that an augmentation of gronnd combat strength would have to accompany the Air
Corps buildup to combat Axis intrigue in South America. When Roosevelt was
briefed on the final plan, he complained that the War Department offered hitm
everything except the airplanes he wanted, On 12 January 1939 he asked Congress
for $300 million—instead of $500 million—for the Air Corps. In three months
Congress passed the emergency Army air defense bill substantially as requested:
the Air Corps was authorized a total strength of 5,500 aircraft and given authority
to procure 3,251 new planes.

As finally enacted, President Roosevelt’s somewhat hastily managed Army air
defense program promised a larger expansion of American aviation production
facilities than it did an increase in the size of the active Army Air Corps. The War
Department, however, inclined a more sympathetic ear to the Air Corps in part
because of the personal influence of Brig Gen George C. Marshall, who replaced
General Embick as deputy chief of staff. Employing arguments long used by Air
Corps officers, General Marshall, on 29 November 1938, cited to General Craig
numerous reasons why it was essential for the Air Corps to purchase maximum
quantities of B-17B aircraft.'®! Yielding to Arnold’s argument that unity of
purpose and planning were necessary to attain the Air Corps mission, the War
Department on 1 March 1939 placed the GHQ Air Force under the immediate
respousibility of the chief of the Air Corps rather than the chief of staff 1?2

In view of General Craig’s impending retirement on 1 September 1939, General
Marshall was made acting chief of staff on 1 July, That same day he assembled 10
new Air Corps officers who were joining the General Staff and told them that they
had a war assignment. On 4 Auvgust, Marshall also brought General Andrews to
the General Staff as assistant chief of staff, G-3, Andrews immediately organized
an Air Section in the G-3 Division, thereby causing lifted eyebrows all over the
Munitions Building'®3 On 24 Angust the War Department’s old restriction
against Air Corps flights of more than 100 miles out to sea finally was rescinded by
the issuance of an Air Corps circular that permitted air operations over the sea to
the maximum range of multiengine aircraft,

An Air Power Mission for the Air Corps

President Roosevelt’s decision to emphasize air power touched off an expansion
of the Army Air Corps, but it did not end the controversy as to what the mission
of the Air Corps should be. Looking toward this end, Secretary of War Woodring
appointed an Air Board on 23 March 1939 to consider and recommend the
fundamental policies that would govern the tactical and strategical employment of
the Army’s air force under current national policies, including hemispheric
defense. Woodring designated Arnold as president of the Air Board and named
as members Generals Andrews and Beck and Brig Gen George V., Strong, the
assistant chief of staff, War Plans Division.'* Colonel Spaatz privately stated to
General Arnold that the Air Board could not perform its tasks until it first
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determined the Air Corps’ mission, the doctrines for its employment, and the
characteristics of the forces it would 1'f:.quirc>.126 At its first meeting on 31 March,
the Air Board agreed to study each of these matters, 12

To provide an input to the War Department Air Board, the Air Corps Board
at Maxwell Field was required to expedite the preparation of its study
"Employment of Aircraft in Defense of the Continental United States." To hasten
the work, the Air Corps Board found ideas in studies made at the Tactical School
and in the answers to a questionnaire it sent out to the GHQ Air Force and its unit
commanders. Completed on 7 May 1939, the Air Corps Board study visualized the
primary purpose of the national defense as being to hold US territory inviolate, to
discourage an enemy from attempting an invasion, and to defeat an invasion if it
were attempted. The Air Corps Board assumed that an enemy nation would
employ combined air, ground, and naval forces in a series of expeditionary
operations designed to establish bases progressively closer to vital areas of the
United States. It defined air power as "a measure of a nation’s capacity to wage air
warfare” and stated that air power would be effective onlyifit could strike an enemy
decisively and simultaneously preserve its own integrity. Under this definition, the
range of bombardment aircraft both increased the ability of a plane to apply
pressure against the enemy and increased the security of the bombardment bases
against enemy attack. Since air forces were said to Iack the ability to control the
air to a degree that would positively deny hostile air operations, an air force could
be defeated only by attacks against its bases, The report asserted that the mission
of air power was the offensive, and it accordingly argued that primary emphasis
should be given to the development of a striking force (bombardment and attack
aircraft) with secondary emphasis to security force aviation (pursuit aircraft and
fighters) and to information aviation (reconnaissance and observation aircraft).
Althoungh it would be desirable to have fighter escort for bombardment missions,
such was believed to be impractical. The Air Corps Board recommended that the
main aircraft production capacity should be devoted to the production of the
bombardment planes, which would be of greatest value in the initial phases of an
attack against the United States. Although it was apparently valuable only for local
air defense, pursuit aviation would be required and ought to be assisted by an
aircraft warning service,

The GHQ Air Forcereplies to the Air Corps Board questionnaire differed from
the board’s report in a few respects, principally in the characteristics of the aixcraft
desired for development. Where the board wished to standardize the air fleet
chiefly upon bombers with a 1,500-mile range to meet the needs of hemisphere
defense, GHQ Air Force wanted a family of bombers that included a heavybomber
with a 5,000-mile radius whick could make reprisal attacks against an enemy’s
homeland, a medium-range bomber with a 2,500-mile radius for hemisphere
defense, a short-range bomber with a 1,500-mile radius to attack hostile naval
forces, and an attack bomber with a 500- to 750-mile radius to support ground
forces. GHQ also wanted reconnaissance aircraft with ranges equal to bombers, a
speedy 350-mile range interceptor, and a 1,500-mile range fighter. Like the Air
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Corps Board, the GHQ Air Force assumed that bombers would not require fighter
escort; but the 8th Pursuit Group in a subjoined statement said that the Air Corps
had arequirement for a fighter aircraft that conld accompany bombers over enemy
tertitory and render support in the vicinity of defended objectives. The 1st Pursuit
Group, on the other hand, did not think that bombardment aviation would require
pursuit protection unless a situation demanded prolonged bomber ollaerations
against a single objective or several objectives in a specific, limited area, 12

As formally undertaken on 12 June 1939, the Aviation Expansion Program
authorized an approximate threefold expansion of the combat strength of the Air
Corps, and the construction of hemisphere defense bases in the northeastern and
southeastern United States, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and Panama.'® The Air Corps
planned to attain within two years an overall strength of 24 groups —inclrding five
heavy bombardment, six medium bombardment, two light bombardment (formerly
attack), seven pursuit interceptor, two pursuit fighter, one composite (for the
Philippines), and one demonstration (for Maxwell Field). The program also .
included nine corps and division observation squadrons, Each of the heavy
(four-engine) groups and medium (twin-engine) bombardment groups would have
areconnaissance squadron of the same basic type aircraft.**! Of the 5,498 aircraft
in the expansion’ program, 2,084 combat aircraft were to be assigned to tactical
units, 1,341 combat aircraft were to be maintained in a rotating reserve, and 2,073
training aircraft were to be in service or in reserve. The purchase of aircraft for the
rotating reserve apparently was authorized in order to expand US aircraft
production capacity. But the Air Corps believed that these planes would permit
units to maintain themselves at full strength and replace any combat losses incurred
between M-day and the time that aircraft facilities coild meet wartime
deroands,’

New aircraft for the Air Corps not already on order were quickly placed on
order. In. fiscal year 1939, even though heavy bomber purchases had not been
authorized, the Air Corpsissued procurement orders for 206 Douglas A-20 attack
bombers and for 200 Curtiss P-40 pursuit interceptors. In fiscal year 1940t ordered
70 B-17s and, in order to have a second source of production for four-engine
bombers, it procured a test quantity of 16 new Consolidated B-24 aircraft. As .
replacements for the twin-engine B-18s, the Air Corps ordered 183 North
American B-255 and 201 Martin B-26s; ordered as pursuit fighter planes were 66
Lockheed P-38s and as pursuit interceptors, 95 Bell P-39s. As a potential additional
pursuit fighter aircraft, the Air Corps ordered a single experimental XP-47 from
Republic Aircraft, Early in 1939 the Air Corps Materiel Division examined what
had been learned from the design of the XB-15 and XB-19. In May 1940 the Air
Corps circulated a request for bids for the production of prototype bombers that
would have a tactical operating radius of 2,000 miles,  cruising speed of 200 miles
per hour, and a normal bomb load of 2,600 pounds, In the autumn of 1940 the air
arm ordered an XB-29 from Boeing and an XB-32 from Consolidated Aireraft.*
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After deliberating throngh a summer of sweeping changes, the War Department
Air Board completed a report that was approved by General Marshall with a few
changes on 1 September and by Secretary Woodring on 15 September 1939. The
report declared: "Air Power is indispensable to our national defense, especially in
the early stages of war. . . . Our aviation in peacetime, both its organization and its
equipment, must be designed primarily for the application of Adr Power in the carly
days of war. The basis of Air Power is the bombardment plane." Assuming that "a
well led and determined air attack once launched may be interfered with, but it
can rarely, if ever, be entirely stopped by local defense,” the report stated that "the
only reasonable hope of avoiding air attack is in the possession of such power of
retaliation as to deter an enemy from initiating air warfare." Because of the vital
relationship of air bases to air power, the report stated that such bases would be
primary air objectives. For the defense of the Umted States and its possessions,
aircraft with superior range were vital. The board recommended a heavy bomber
with a range of 2,000 miles and a medium bomber with a 1,000-mile range; it judged
that a pursuit fighter with a range of 500 miles would satisfactorily perform such
support as bombers might require. The report functionally divided air power into
Army aviation (to include training and special purpose aviation, observation and
ltaison, and overseas garrison aviation) and GEHQ aviation (which incleded striking
and defense forces). The major function of the GHQ aviation striking force was to
attack and destroy enemy aviation at its bases, whether on land or sea; the GHQ
aviation defense forces were intended only to provide reasonable protection to the
most vulnerable and important areas. GHQ aviation was also to include a nucleus
of aviation properly trained to support ground troops and capable of expanding to
meet war requirements. In General Marshall’s words, the Air Board report
established "for the first time a specific mission to the Air Corps, and provides for
its organization on functional lines."

Given the approval of the Air Board report, Lt Col Carl Spaatz, chief of the Air
Corps Plans Section, called for an early completion of the Air Corps basic doctrinal
manual that had been held up for so many years. Early in October 1939 Spaatz
called Col D. B. Netherwood, who was now the director of the Air Corps Board,
to Washington, In conferences with the new G-3 Air Section, Netherwood not only
received permission to junk the old statement of basic doctrine that had been
prepared by the G-3, but also secured authority to prepare a small basic doctrinal
manual that could be elaborated by several more detailed field manuals, A draft
of the basic manual was put together while Netherwood was in Washington, and
the completed project was published as Field Manual 1-5, Employment of the
Aviation of the Army, on 15 April 1940.1%°

In approving the Air Corps basic field manual, which superseded Training
Regulation 440-15, General Andrews remarked that the manual did not endorse
radical theories of air employment. As a matter of fact, the portions of the manual
dealing with mission, characteristics, and purposes of aviation were lifted bodily
from the Air Board report. The manual continued to respect the old relationships
between air and ground warfare: portions of GHQ aviation could be attached to
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armies or corps for the accomplishment of specificmissions, but they were to revert
to GHQ control as soon as the necessity for the attachment ended,
Reconnaissance, observation, and liaison squadrons were to be assigned or
attached to armies, corps, and divisions. Strategic air operations were to be
undertaken by bombardment aviation "to nullify the enemy’s war effort or to defeat
important elements of the hostile military forces." Pursuit aviation was to be
designed for the defense of important areas, installations, and forces and for the
protection of other aircraft in flight. Since pursuit aircraft would have a shorter
range than bombers, they would need to be based well forward of the aircraft they
might be called upon to escort.*3

Battle Experience from Europe

The report of the War Department Air Board and War Department Field
Manual 1-5, Employment of the Aviation of the Army, were based upon theoretical
air warfare, However, with the German invasion of Poland and the beginning of '
World War Il on 1 September 1939, air warfare was no longer theoretical but had
become an actuality. The announced policy of the War Department continued to
be one of planning and building an adequate defense of the Western Hemisphere
rather than preparing expeditionary forces. The War Department, nevertheless,
anticipated that the war in Europe would indicate the desirability of many changes,
particularly in reference to air forces, since this was the first time in history that
powerful air forces had been available for use in a war between major powers. >’

Although the initial Luftwaffe operations in Poland were mainly in support of
German ground forces, American air officers generally agreed that their
theoretical doctrines were being substantiated in combat, At the Air Corps
Tactical School, Lt Col Donald Wilson wrote in September that Hitler’s air force
had "voluntarily undertaken the job of demonstrating our theories." The Luftwaffe
had established control of the air by destroying the Polish air force on its airfields;
it had conducted strong attacks against Poland’s lines of communications; and then
it had snpported the invading ground armies in a blitzkrieg attack.!® Operating
under conditions of almost complete air superiority, the Ju-87 Stuka dive-bomber .
proved to be very effective for delivering firepower and inflicting terror. Air Corps
officers, however, were quick to note that the Stuka was operating only against
sparse, small caliber antiaircraft fire. They predicted that it would not be able to
defend itself against determined opposition in the air.’*

Ashe looked at the German campaign in Poland, however, General Arnold was
far from happy. On 14 November 1939 Arnold stated that the doctrine so widely
propounded in Air Corps circles for somany years to the effect that fighter aircraft
could not shoot down large bombardment aircraft flying in defensive formations
had been "proven wholly untenable." Arnold blamed the problem on the teachings
of the Air Corps Tactical School and the fact that older and higher ranking Air
Corps officers had sought to avoid strennous service in pursuit units. He called on
Maj Gen Delos C. Emmons, commander of the GHQ Air Force, to submit a study

%

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

GROWTH OF THE AFIDEA

looking toward the development of putsnit tactics, planes, and equipment. In the
GHQ Air Force, Maj Harold L. George, commander of the 96th Bombardment
Squadron, advised Emmons: "There is no question in my mind but that American
bombardment units could not today defend themselves against American pursuit
units." Pilots in the 8th Pursuit Group, as reported by Lt Col William E. Kepner,
unanimonsly agreed that existing types of bombers would probably suffer a
50-percent loss from attacks by existing fighters unless the bombers operated at
night. On the basis of these opinions, the GHQ Air Force stated: "Aerial operations
of the present European conflict confirm the results of the World War; that is that
the prcsient bombardment airplane cannot defend itself adequately against pursuit
attack."

In the winter of 1939-40 the Air Corps considered the matier of pursuit and
bombardment to be grave, but no one found any definite answers. Even though
prevailing testimony indicated that existing pursuit aircraft were already superior
to existing bombers, the GHQ Air Force recommended improving both pursuit
aircraft and the caliber of pursuit personnel. Antedating what would later be called
the weapon system concept, the GHQ Air Force suggested that a pursuit plane
should be built around a previously determined armament rather than being built
as an airframe and fitted with whatever armament possiblc:.141 Working through
the Christmas holidays, the Air Corps Board completed its report on 3 January
1940. This report, "Fire Power of Bombardment Formations," noted that the
firepower of American bombers was decidedly greater than that of European
bombers. It recommended increased numbers of guns as practicable, better
sighting systems, and increased gunnery training. It also recommended that
consideration be given to developing a long-range fighter, a means whereby
bombers could refuel accompanying fighters in flight, or a means by which bombers
could carry, release, and recover high-performance pursuit aircraft. Despite the
demonstrations of the vulnerability of bombardment aircraft, the Air Corps Board
recommended that no thought should be given to reducing the importance
attached to bombardment aviation in Air Corps doctrine, While pursuit escort was
highly desirable for bomber penetrations into heavily defended areas in order to
minimize losses of bombardment aircraft, the absence of such pursuit protection
should not justify the abandoning of important missions.

Even though he remained committed to heavy bombardment, General Arnold
continued to be troubled about the ability of bombers to operate in the face of
strong hostile fighter operation. Accordingly, on 2 March 1940, he instructed the
Air Corps Board to obtain a consensus at Maxwell Field on the types of pursuit
and fighter aircraft required and the steps that could be taken to develop them
from existing aircraft types. Taking into consideration the existing defensive
mission of the Air Corps, the board after seven days of study recommended that
highest priorities be given to the development of a fighter-interceptor for local air
defense. The only possible solution that the board could see for developing bomber
escort aircraft was to adapt some bombers to defensive purposes, While the board
was not entirely certain that such would be necessary if the bomber defenses were
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strengthened by additional machine guns, it suggested that some bombardment
planes might be very heavily armed with extra guns and gun turrets. Three of these
special aircraft could be employed as the rear element of a nine-plane
bombardment flight to defend the vulnerable rear area of the formation from
attacks by hostile fighters.*> This solution apparently caught the attention of
General Marshall, who asked Arnold on 13 June to consider the practicability of
developing an air cruiser that would perform both air combat and bombardment
missions. At this juncture, however, Arnold argued that the Air Corps had to
emphasize production of existing equipment instead of research and development
on an entirely new aircraft,1*4

During the spring of 1940 a steady steam of reports from France and England
kept the War Department informed of the doctrinal lessons of the war in Europe.
These reports noted that the Luftwaffe preserved the integrity of its air fleets and
air corps, employing them as unified and flexible striking forces in support of the
blitzkrieg. On 11 and 12 May, for example, two air fleets supported the German
northern army group in Belgium and Holland, but on 13 and 14 May the whole air .
mass shifted southward to place a tremendous concentration of fire on French
defenses at Sedan in support of a few armored divisions, In contrast, the British
initially attached a Royal Air Force component to the British Expeditionary Force
in France and maintained an independent advanced air striking force on the
continent. On 15 January 1940, however, the British Air Ministry put all this
aviation under the commander, British air forces in France, who was directed to
nse the whole force to the best possible effect in support of the allied armies as a
whole. From Paris, Colonel Kenney reported that captive observation balloons
were completely impracticable, as were slow and valnerable observation planes. 4

Astime passed, the German victories over British and French forcesin Holland,
Belgium, and northern France caused American air leaders to increase rather than
to diminish their requirements for heavy bombers. On 12 June 1940 General
Emmons advised Arnold that Great Britain had made a serious mistake inbuilding
a defensive air force consisting larpely of interceptor fighters and light
recomnaissance bombers, Emmons suggested that if the Royal Air Force had a
stronger bomber force it could have effected heavy destruction on the German ‘
troop and supply columns which had jammed the roadways leading toward
Dunkirk, He recommended that the United States must materiaily increase its
long-range bomber force.’* On 4 June 1940 Brig Gea J. E. Chaney, commander
of the new Air Defense Command at Mitchel Field, in a letter to Genezral Marshall,
argued that the United States must develop a long-range bomber force that could
carry destruction to Germany. Chaney believed that a huge force of bombers,
capable of taking the war to Berlin, would prove to be the only effective deterrent
to German aggression and would permit operations against the Luftwaffe and any
attempt Hitler might make to establish bases in or near the Western Hemisphere.
Chaney’s letter was endorsed by both Andrews and Arnold ™47

These Air Corps assessments had hardly been put on paper before the Luftwaffe
launched the Battle of Britain and began a phase of air combat that fostered still
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more thinking, As a special observer in London from May to September 1940,
Colonel Spaatz had a firsthand view of some of the heaviest fighting of the
Luftwaffe blitz. As shown by his diary and his reports, Spaatz quickly reached a
conclusion that the Germans had developed "a mass of air geared to the Army"
which was not going to be able to prevail against the "real air power” developed by
the British. German bombers were inadequately armed and lacked capabilities for
heavy bombing attacks. Held to close support of bombers, German pursuit forces
were unable to gain a general control of the air. Spaatz noted that British airmen
discredited the American concept that a hostile air force was easiest destroyed on
the ground. They found a well-dispersed air force to be an exceptionally difficult
bombing target, and they believed that it was more efficient to destroy hostile
aircraftin the air by fighter attack. When enemy planes were shot down, both planes
and crews were destroyed, "General opinion,” Spaatz noted in his diary, "is that
German fighters will not attack a well-closed-in day-bombing formation,"*48
Visiting Great Britain in August and September 1940, Emmons reached much the
same conclusion, He attributed the severe losses taken by the Luftwaffe to the large
volume of fire that could be delivered by British fighters, the poor rear-hemisphere
gun defenses of German bombers, the Germans’ use of vulnerable dive-bombing
tactics and large inflexible formations, and the Germans’ poor air discipline.
Emmons also reported that the British believed that six-plane formations of
bombers with sufficient guns and armor could conduct daylight attacks without
sustaining serious losses. 9 Barly in 1941 Spaatz urged that every effort be made
to expand American production of four-engine bombers. The British, he said, had
committed themselves to short-range planes only to find that they nrgently needed
long-range bombers.

In August and September General Emmons and Colonel Spaatz also learned
the well-kept secret that the British had developed a system of electronic early
warning and fighter control without which the RAF Fighter Command probably
could not have defeated the Luftwaffe during the Battle of Britain.1>! Actually, the
basic principle that very short radio waves produced echoes when reflected from
targets had become knewn quite eatly by scientists in al nations of the world. In
1925 scientists of the Carnegie Institution and Naval Research Laboratory had
devised and used radio pulse ranging to explore the ionosphere. Using these same
principles, the Naval Research Laboratory and Army Signal Corps scientists had
developed prototype radio ranging and detection equipment, which would later
be called radar. On 18 and 19 May 1937 the experimental Signal Corps radar
equipment and also an infrared aircraft detector were demonstrated to the
secretary of war and a group of high-ranking Army officers, including General
Arnold, On 21 March 1938 the New York Herald Tribune printed a very accurate
and comprehensive description of radar. The Army had begun to develop a radar
set to direct antiaircraft artillery guns and searchlights, and the Air Corps had
stated a requirement for the development of an early warning radar that would
have a range of 120 miles.)? Electronic development in Germany had produced
aprototype radarin 1938, but neither the Wehrmacht nor the Luftwaffe considered
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the production of radar equipment sufficiently important to divert available
facilities to it. In 1939, however, Hermann Goering, the Luftwaffe commander,
preempted some 100 warning radar sets that had been ordered by the German navy
and sited them along Germany’s coast and borders. >

But only the British had fully developed the potential of radar, Recognizing the
valnerability of the British Isles to German air attack, the British Air Ministry had
established a special Committee for the Scientific Survey of Air Defense under the
chairmanship of Henry T. Tizard in 1934. In a highly secret program, Robert
Watson-Watt and other scientists had devised radio direction finding (RDF)
equipment. A chain of these RDF stations was sited to grard Britain in a hurried
program following Munich. As a result of expedited research, the British
developed air-to-surface vessel (ASV) search radar by September 1938 and
experimental airborne-intercept (AY) radar by June 1939. The demonstration of a
working model of a new type of microwave radar tube in Februaxg 1940 portended
anadditionalimportant breakthroughin the whole field of radar 1>* "Unless British
science had proven superior to German,"” Winston S. Churchill subsequently wrote .
of the Battle of Britain, "and unless its strange sinister resources had been
effectively brought to bear on the struggle for survival, we might well have been
defeated, and being defeated, destroyed.">>

In the United States during the 1930s the existence of radar was a heavy secret
and the air warfare theorists at the Air Corps Tactical School were uninformed
about its potential. As long as aircraft warning services depended upon visual
reports of ground observers (who could not be stationed within enemy territory),
the problem of massing fighter defense against a bombing attack was practically
msurmountable, considering the great advantages the bomber force had in
selecting the time, altitude, density, and place of attack. In 1938 Air Corps
maneuvers, pursuit units had been unable to locate inward-bound bombers except
on the occasions when the bomber crews intentionally revealed their positions by
radio transmissions, thus allowing the pursuit pilots to get some intercept training,
In short, the theorem that "a well planned and coordinated bombardment attack,
once launched, cannot be stopped” was heavily based on the belief that pursuit
aircraft would have great difficulty locating bombardment formations.*> Looking ’
backward at the air doctrine of the 19305, Maj Gen Haywood $, Hansell later
commented that the Air Corps Tactical School correctly had assumed that modern
bombers could penetrate to their targets within enemy nations, but the edge of the
offense over the defense had been much narrower than anyone had believed. As
Hansell later remarked:

Our 1gnorance of radar development was probably a forunate ignorance Had this
development been well known 1t 1s probable that theorists would also have reasoned
that, through the aid of yadar, defensive forces would be massed agamst incoming
bomber attacks in 2 degree that would have been too expensive for the offenstve, Asit
ultimately developed the School's basic concept that the offensive erlt:kq?red a peculiar
advantage m air warfare did later turn out to be substantially correct.
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In the winter of 194041, however, General Arnold was not inclined to be very
philosophical. In view of reports from the Battle of Britain, he stated in September
1940 that the Air Cor;:s might well have to conduct the bulk of its bombardment
operations at night.1® Based upon already completed development, the War
Department placed production orders for SCR-268 antiaircraft artillery radars
and for a new SCR-270 early-warning radar, Early in September 1940 Sir Henry
Tizard brought the secret of the improved microwave radar to Washington,! 159y
February 1941 Arnold complained that air defense was getting "nowhere fas
Asked whether the United States should produce existing early warning radars or
delay production in the expectation of getting improved microwave equipment, he
stated that the Air Corps "was badly in need of detector equipment for tactical use"
and required equipment without delay for trammg purposes, even if it was not the
vltimate type that would be produced.!®® Amold may well have been thinking
about the new capabilities of electronic-directed pursnit when he wrote: "During
daylight in good weather, when pursuit aviation is present in strength in an area, it
can pretty nearly bar the air to the bomber," 61

Mobilizing the Army Air Forces for War

To President Roosevelt the German victories in Europe in the spring of 1940
presaged increased aerial threats to the Western Hemisphere. Apparently
selecting a good round number that would jolt the nation’s thinking, Roosevelt
asked Congress on 16 May to provide 50,000 planes for American defense and a
productive capacity for at least that many more planes each year. In addition to
building up the Army and Navy, Roosevelt had in mind an even-Stephen division
of new bombers with the British,® Shorﬂy after he took office, the new Secretary
of War Henry L. Stimson declared on 9 August: "Air power has decided the fate
of nations; Germany, with her powerful air armadas, has vanquished one people
after another. On the ground, large armies had been mobilized to resist her, but
each time it was additional power in the air that decided the fate of each individual
nation," %

Despite the president’s willingness to talk about large numbers of planes and
an increasing awareness that the United States might be required to fight overseas,
the expansion of the Axmy Air Corps was related to the defensive Rainbow War
Plans, which originated in the General Staff’s War Plans Division and were put into
final shape by the Joint Army-Navy Board, With the approval of Secretary Stimson
on 12 July 1940, the Air Corps was authorized to expand to 54 combat groups and
six transport groups. Under this program—called the Army’s First Aviation
Objective —the Air Corps was authorized 4,006 combat aircraft, including 498
heavy, 453 medium, and 438 light bombardment aircraft; 1,540 pursuit interceptors
and 220 pursuit fighters; 539 observation, liaison, and photographic-
reconnaissance planes; 252 transports; and 66 amphibian aircraft. The group
strength included 14 heavy, seven medium, and seven light bombardment groups;
five fighter and 18 interceptor pursuit groups; and three composite groups. The
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large increase in pursuit units over the number under the old 24-group program
apparently required little justification, but both Congress and the National
Defense Advisory Commission asked questions about the heavy bombers. Arnold
defended the reqwrement for the heavy bombers by citing the strategic mobility
they afforded.’** Assistant Secretary of War Robert P, Patterson explained to the
National Defense Advisory Commission that the range of four-engine aircraft was
mandatoryfor the distances involved in hemispheric defense, and that, in the event
of military operations in the Far East, long-range bombers would be the only
weapons that could exert immediate pressure.

Hardly before the First Aviation Objective was under way, General Marshall
discussed the national need to expedite aircraft production in government-owned
plants with representatives of the Air Corps Plans Division. On 24 October 1940
Marshall asked whether the Air Corps ought not to visualize expansion beyond the
54-group program. As aresult of this conversation, the Air Corps planmed a Second
Aviation Objective, which was not so much designed to increase the number of air
groups as to provide an internal augmentation of existing units, As far as possible, .
the Air Corps handled an additional number of aircraft by increasing the unit
equipment of bombardment and transport groups, and by the addition of two
squadrons (one designed to be a training squadron) in each interceptor and fighter
pursuit group. In addition to these augmentations, the Air Corps expanded its
overall force objective to 84 groups, including 24 heavy, 12 medium, and 13 light
bombardment; five fighter and 18 interceptor pursuit; one photographic; and 11
observation groups. Not included in the 84-group strength were seven transport
groups. Because General Marshall announced that he wanted to see significant
numbers of Ju-87 Stuka-type aircraft in the program before he would approve it
(and positively overruled the objection of air officers that dive-bombers would be
very vulnerable), the 84-group program included 12 groups of dive-bombers in the
light-bombardment category. On the basis of this planning, the War Department
approved the plans for the Army’s Second Aviation Objective on 14 March 1941,
thus authorizing a combat strength of 7,759 planes—including 1,520 heavy
bombers; 1,059 medium bombers; 770 light and dive-bombers; 2,500 pursuit
interceptors; 525 pursuit fighters; 806 observation, liaison, and photo; 469 ‘
transport; and 150 amphibian aircraft.%® The Second Aviation Objective was
designed and justified as being necessary for hemispheric defense.

Organization of the Army Air Forces

Early in 1940 General Arnold opposed a suggested congressional
reorganization of the armed forces that would provide air autonomy because he
felt that the main requirement was to get on with the expansion of the Air Corps.
With the expansion of the Army, however, General Marshall found it more and
more difficult to get decisions through the War Department General Staff. In a
move to decentralize the War Department, Marshall established General
Headquarters US Army, under Brig Gen Leslic J. McNair at the Army War
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College on 26 July 1940. According to the plan, the decentralized GHQ field
headquarters received command over the GHQ Air Force, The War Plans
Division assured General Arnold that this development would cavse no substantial
change m the relationship between the chief of the Air Corps and the GHQ Air
Force.!%” But neither this disclaimer nor the explanation that establishing the
General Headquarters meant no more than an effort to take training out of the
G-3 Division of the General Staff satisfied Arnold, who ordered his Plans Division
to prepare a study showing why the GHQ Air Force should remain under the chief
of the Air Corps. In lieu of the General Headquarters plan, Arnold formally
proposed that three Army deputy chiefs of staff, one each for ground, air, and
service forces, should be established and that each should have broad authority
under the chief of staff to control the field activities of their respective forces. The
War Department General Staff disapproved the plan, observing: "The Air Corps
believes that its primary purpose is to defeat the enemy air force and execute
independent missions against ground targets. Actually, its primary purpose is to
assist the ground forces inreaching their objective.” As an immediate compromise,
however, Marshall appointed Arnold as acting deputy chief of staff for air on 30
October 1940; Maj Gen George H. Brett became acting chief of the Air Corps. On
19 November 1940 the GHQ Air Force was removed from the control of the Office
of the Chief of the Air Corps and placed under General Heau.ic,mluarte,rs.168 In
December 1940, General Brett further recommended that there cught to be three
assistant secretaries of war to correspond to the three deputy chiefs of staff. Late
in December, Secretary Stimson named Robert A. Lovett as his special assistant
for all air matters; in April 1941 Loveit was named assistant secretary of war for
air, a post which had been vacant since 193316

The Army’s First Aviation Objective necessitated an expanded subordinate
command organization within the GHQ Air Force. On 26 February 1940 the GHQ
Air Force had established an Air Defense Command at Mitchel Field and planned
to establish a bombing command, which, like the Air Defense Command, would
be directly subordinate to the GHQ Air Force commander. Instead of moving in
this functional direction, the First Aviation Objective outlined a geographical
distribution of air units mto the northeast, northwest, southeast, and southwest air
districts, which were thought of as being defensive air theaters of operations within
the United States. In the event of the establishment of theaters of operations
outside the United States, Arnold suggested that the GHQ Air Force commander
detail one of the air district commanders to command the air component of the
theater. Fhese districts were activated on 18 December 1940, with headquarters
at Mitchel Field in New York, McChord Field in Washington State, MacDill Field
in Florida, and March Field in California. The Air Defense Command at Mitchel
Field was superseded and absorbed by the Northeast Air District 10

Meanwhile, Brig Gen Carl Spaatz added his voice in support of the need to
reorganize the Army’s air arm, "A numerically inferior air force has been
phenomenally successful in stopping the unbroken chain of victories of the world’s
strongest air power," wrote Spaatz on 29 February 1941 in reporting his
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observations of the British victory over the Luftwaffe, "A great part of this British
success has, undoubtedly,” he continued, "been due to the realization for the
necessity of a unified command which centralizes control of all military air matters
under an air high command concerned solely with air matters." Having been
promoted to higher rank and made chief of the Air Corps Plans Division, Spaatz
recommended that a staff study be initiated at once "with a view to adopting the
better features of the British Air Organization and providing an air organization
and an air high command for the efficient control of the military aviation of the
United States.". "1
Although the Air Corps had gained increased autonomy, General Brett
continued to protest that too much vital time was lost in getting air matters cleared
through the General Staff. After conferring with Brett and Arnold on 26 and 27
March 1941, Marshall issued orders that the chief of the Air Corps would prepare,
for final action, all papers pertaining to purely Air Corps matters, except those
pertaining to war plans and intelligence, and that the deputy chief of staff for air ‘
would be responsible for coordination in air matters. Secretary Stimson, moreover,
directed that still further steps would be taken to place the air arm under one
responsible head. By May 1941 the Air Corps Plans Division had prepared a
reorganization that was put into effect by the publication of a new Army Regulation
95-5 on 20 June 1941. This regulation created the Army Air Forces, headed by
Arnold, who continned to be Marshall’s deputy chief of staff for air. The Army Air
Forces was given authority to coordinate the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps,
the Air Force Combat Command (the GHQ Air Force was so redesignated), and
all other Army air elements. Direct responsibility for Army aviation matters was
given to the chief of the Army Air Forces, who was to be assisted by the Air Staff.
Arnold formed the Air Staff by removing most of the Plans Division from the Office
of the Chief of the Air Corps and designating its sections as A-1 (Personnel), A-2
(Intelligence), A-3 (Operations and Training), A~4 (Supply and Maintenance),
and Air War Plans. The Air War Plans Division was charged tgzprepare "over-all
plans for the control of the activities of the Army Air Forces."*
Within the Air Force Combat Command, the beginning of the Army’s Second .
Aviation Objective demanded further internal expansion. At ifs establishment, the
Air Force Combat Command took command over the First, Second, Third, and
Fourth Air Forces, as the former air districts had been redesignated on 17 March
1941. Placed under command of the similarly numbered air forces, the I, I, I,
and IV Bomber Commands were constituted on 4 September 1941 and were
quickly activated.!™ With the implementation of the Second Aviation Objective,
the War Department also resolved to reform the organization.of the corps and
army observation squadrons, which had always been assigned to ground force
commands. As a result of fiscal year 1938 expansions, 11 corps and army
observation squadrons had been included in the Air Corps strength and 21
National Guard observation squadrons had been inducted into federal service
during fiscal year 1941. Based upon the lesson that Luftwaffe fighters easily
destroyed slow-flying Allied observation planes and captive observation balloons,
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the War Department decided in the autumn of 1940 to abandon observation
balloons and develop two types of observation planes: a short-range, slow-flying
liaison type and a long-range, relatively high-pexformance observation aircraft.
However, inthe Army’s spring maneuvers of 1941, General McNair concluded that
observation equipment and tactics had not progressed since 1918. In Washington
there was a growing appreciation of the fact that the observation squadrons were
orphans that had been cut off for too long from the advancing air force. On 3 July
1941, General Emmons and General McNair accordingly agreed to establishing
the Air Force Combat Command and to the plan that all observation squadrons
would be gathered into groups and assigned to five air support commands under
the Air Force Combat Command. The War Department directive for the
reorganization was issued on 25 July; on 30 August the Air Force Combat
Command issued orders establishing the 1st (Mitchel Field), 2d (Will Rogers
Field, Oklahoma), 3d (Savannah, Georgia), 4th (Hamilton Field, California), and

. Sth (Bowman Field, Kentucky) air support commands. These commands were to
suppott the four continental armies and the armored force. They were immediately
charged to organize parent groups for all observation squadrons. While the groaps
would continue to be assigned to armies, corps, and armored forces, they would
be detached from the ground forces for a considerable portion of each year in order
that the air support commands might superintend their basic air training.17

Early AAF Organization for Basic Thinking

With the expansion of the Air Corps after 1939, the capabilities and functions
of the Air Corps Board were progressively reduced and evertually dissipated.
Following the successful completion of Field Manual 10-5, Employment of the
Aviation of the Army, in the winter of 1939-40, the War Department and the Office
of the Chief of the Air Corps charged the board to produce manuals on tactics and
techniques concerned with air attack, air fighting, air reconnaissance and
observation, air navigation, aerial photography, combat intelligence, and signal
communications — the whole task to be completed not later than 1June 1940. Since

. preparing of the manuals was only a part of the small Air Corps Board’s mission
of tactical testing and developing, it had depended heavily upon the Air Corps
Tactical School for much of its pick-and-shovel work. During the school year
193940, however, the Tactical School ran four accelerated courses, each for 100
officers, and had little time to assist the board. In the winter of 193940, moreover,
several officers of the board completed their tours at Maxwell and other
experienced officers preferred command assignments to the often discouraging
work on the board. Recognizing that Lt Col Edgar P. Sorenson, who took over as
Air Corps Board director in Januvary 1940, faced personnel difficulties, the Air
Corps directed him to use Air Corps Tactical School people where possible and
to call in experts from other air commands to perform needed research, Using
temporary duty personnel, the board completed drafts of each of the required
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tactics and techniques manuals and forwarded them to ‘Washmgton earl’;r in May
1940, where they were subsequently published with little or no revision.

Asapartofthe Army’s First Aviation Objective and in view of the establishment
of the 23d Composite Group at Maxwell Field for test and demonstration purposes,
Col Walter R. Weaver, commandant of the Air Corps Tactical School, proposed
on 17 January 1940 that an Air Corps tactical center be established at Maxwell with
academic, research, and test departments, Weaver also recommended that the Air
Corps Board be reorganized to comprise the commander of the tactical center and
three departmental directors. General Arnold was willing to commend the
proposal, but he was unwilling to act onit. He specifically feared that the Air Corps
Board might become a rubber stamp agency for academicians at Maxwell,”0

Because nearly all regular air officers had completed the Tactical School as a
result of the accelerated courses and because the Air Corps needed Maxwell as
the site for a new sontheast training center, effective 30 June 1940, the Tactical
School was accordingly suspended and its faculty was reduced to seven caretaker
officers. Looking at the new state of affairs in September 1940, Arnold asked his
Plans Division why the Air Corps Board should not be brought to Washington and
put to work evaluating information received from Europe. The Plans Division
agreed that the board ought to evaluate these lessons but it considered that it was
*vital that the Air Corps Board continue its present work at its present location
and away from the turmoil of this office." 17

In view of the many changes that were sweeping the War Department in 1941,
it was remarkable that any doctrinal lessons were committed to paper that year. In
the spring of 1941 Colonel Sorenson, who was now both the commandant of the
inactive Tactical School and the director of the Air Corps Board, used available
personnel to complete a revision of Field Manual 1-5— to include matter on the
aerial support for armored forces—and to prepare a new mannal on weather,
Pointing out that the responsibility of the Air Corps Board for preparing training
literature was causing undesirable delay in its accomplishment of more important
test and evaluation studies, Colonel Sorenson recommended that he be permitted
to organize a small training literature unit with at least four qualified officers and
five professional civilians and putit under the Tactical School With approval from
the Army Air Forces, this action was taken on 1 July 19412 This decision was no
sooner made when General Brett pointed out that Army Regulation 95-5 charged
the Air Force Combat Command with "the development of doctrines of air tactics
and technique of Air Force."” Brig Gen Muir S, Fairchild, the executive of the Office
of the Chief of the Air Corps, protested that the arrangement would be too
awkward towork, but General Spaatz, now chief of air staff of the Army Air Forces,
ruled that the Air Force Combat Command would develop doctrines and forward
drafts of snch literature to the chief of the Army Air Forces. The chief of the Air
Corps would receive the drafts, prepare them for publication, and, following final
approval of the Army Air Forces, submit them to the War Department adjutant
general for publication >
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In July 1941 Colonel Sorenson was summoned to Washington to serve as
assistant chief of air staff, intelligence. Several acting directors nowheaded the Air
Corps Board, which was physically transferred from Maxwell to the new Air Corps
Proving Ground at Eglin Field, Florida, on 10 September 1941. During the summer
of 1941, the Air Corps Tactical School with its Training Literature Unit was
physically transferred to Washington, where it was made responsible to the Air
Corps Training and Operations Division. Here the Training Literature Unit was
greatly expanded by the assignment of reserve officers from colleges and
universities, but its major work was the editorial production of technical manuals
and extension courses. At Eglin Field the remnant of the Air Corps Board became
moribund. According to the recollection of Col H. G. Montgomery, who was
assigned to the board in the autumn of 1941, the board continued to do good work,
but many of its reports were promptly filed and forgotten by Air Staff divisions that
disagreed with the conclusions and recommendations. In a final effoxt to save the

. board, its director wrote personally to Arnold recommending that a whole new
group of officers would be assigned to the board if the ones serving wete not to be
believed. This action went without result.’8

As General Fairchild had protested, the divided responsibility for formulating
and promulgating doctrine was indeed awkward and the contemplated
cooperation was not going to materialize. Under the Air Force Combat Command,
test and experimentation in air defense was centered at I Interceptor Command
at Mitchel Field. Major Saville, now the executive officer of I Interceptor
Command, visited Great Britain early in 1941, In the autumn of that same year
following the nation’s first large-scale air defense maneuvers, Saville prepared the
draft of an air defense doctrine that integrated pursuit interceptors, antiaircraft
artillery, barrage balloons, and signal air warning units into a coordinated air
defense establishment. This draft manual distinguished, for the first time, between
air defense (which was a direct defense against enemy air operations) and
' operatmns against enemy air forces (which were said not to be properly within the
"5 scope of air defense). ' The draft of the manual provided a basis for air defense
{ training and organization, but it would not be officially approved and published.
. J Based upon the agreement between Emmons and McNair, the air support section
of their respective commands was made responsible for the supervision of
cooperative air-ground training and for the development of air support doctrine.
With the passing of time, the air support section would produce a doctrine manual.
However, during 1941 no one knew how an air support command was to support
an army or what its composition would be. The only War Department letter
touching on the subject on 7 October 1941 merely stated: "Air Support Command
may be attached to army or armored force ulgon entry into Theater of Operations

or as directed by the Theater Commander,"

With the Air Corps Board in a moribund state, the Army Air Forces turned to
other devices for basic thinking, On 11 October 1941 the assistant chief of air staff
for operations assembled aspecial board of knowledgeable officers headed by Col
Earl L. Naiden to study and make recommendations on the future development of
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pursuit aviation. This ad hoc board assembled, studied the problem, and
recommended on 27 October that the Army Air Forces should develop high- and
low-altitude interceptors, night fighters, and long-range multiplace fighter
escorts—with the lowest priority to be given to the escort fighters, Although it
arrived at a decision, Naiden’s ad hoc pursuit board protested that no group of
men ought to be expected to plunge into the middle of a complex problem,
assimilate background material, and formulate definitive answers. The pursuit
board accordingly recommended that the Army Air Forces should establish an
operational requirements agency that could maintain a current famlhanty with
developmental problems and recommend guidance to General Arnold.”

AWPD-1: Air Planning for War

Although War Department planning remained committed to the defense of the
United States and its possessions, President Roosevelt grew increasingly aware .
that America’s security required the defeat of the Axis powers, In May 1938 the
Joint Army-Navy Board and its adjunct Joint Planning Committee addressed
themselves to the preparation of a new series of Rainbow strategic war plans, of
which Rainbow 5 visualized hemispheric defense coupled with concerted action
between the United States, Great Britain, and France to effect, the decisive defeat
of either Germany or Italy, or both. The collapse of France and the adherence of
Japan to the Axis on 27 September 1940 required that the scope of Rainbow 5 be
expanded.!

In recognition of the growing peril that the Axis presented to the free world,
Anglo-American military staff conferences began in Wagshington on 29 January
1941 with the purpose of laying down principles of cooperation "should the United
States be compelled to resort to war." The three aviation experts at the conference
were Air Vice-Marshal John C. Slessor of the Royal Air Force, ColJ, T. McNarney
(an Air Corps officer assigned to the War Plans Division), and Capt DeWitt C.
Ramsey of the Navy, On 27 March the military experts formally approved a
document subsequently cited as American-British Conversations-1 (more usually
ABC-1), which visualized a basic Anglo-American war plan and a summary of '
strategic policies. Since Germany was the most powerful Axis partner, the main
Allied effort wonld be conducted in the European theater, The United States was
to depend Jargely upon its Pacific Fleet to maintain a defensive against Japan in
the Far East. The Allied offensive in Europe was to include economic pressure
through blockade, a sustained air offensive against German military power, early
defeat of Ttaly, and the buildup of forces for an eventual land offensive against
Germany. As rapidly as possible, the Allies were to achieve "superiority of air
strength over that of the enemy, particularly in long-range striking forces." On the
basis of ABC-1, the Joint Planning Committee rapidly completed war plan
Rainbow 5, and the secretary of war and the secretary of the Navy approved both
ABC-1 and Rainbow 5 and sent them to President Roosevelt on2 June 1941, The

108

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

—

GROWTH OF THE AF IDEA,

presidentindicated his satisfaction with the plans, which he said should be returned
for his formal approval in case of war.}

To provide some realistic guidance to the Office of Production Management
(which had superseded the National Defense Advisory Commission), President
Roosevelt requested the secretary of war and the secretary of the Navy on 9 July
1941 to explore "the over-all production requirements required to defeat our
potential enemies." %0 n the War Department, the War Plans Division broadened
the scope of the problem by undertaking to base the production program on a prior
determination of strategic concepts. After some delay the Army Air Forces Air
War Plans Division, headed by Lt Col Harold L. George, was brought into the
problem. At this time the only other officers assigned to the Air War Plans Diviston
were Lt Cols Orvil Anderson and Kenneth Walker and Maj Haywood S. Hansell;
but George secured the temporary services of several other officers including Lt
Cols Max F. Schneider {A-4) and Arthur W, Vanaman (A-2) and Majs Hoyt S.

. Vandenberg (A-3), Laurence S. Kuter (G-3), and Samuel E. Anderson (Combat
Command). The War Plans Division had only asked to know the maximum number
of air squadrons that the Army Air Forces might ultimately require to garrison a
great number of geographic sites and to hold as "reserves of opportunity.” But
George and his associates, most of whom had been faculty members at the Air
Corps Tactical School, undertook to prepare a comprehensive air plan for the
defeat of the Axis. Beginning on 4 August, teams of two or three officers worked
up separate subjects and supporting documents, and Air War Plans Division-1
(AWPD-1), "Mumtlons Requirements of the ArmyAn Force," was completed on
12 August 1941.%%7 The completion of the first major strategic air war plan by the
newly formed Army Air Forces staff in only nine days was a notable achievement,
which marked both the apex of prewar air force doctrinal thought and a blueprint
for the air war that would follow.

As conceived in AWPD-1 the military mission of the United States was the
defeat of the nation’s potential enemies— Germany and her allies. The air mission
outlined followed ABC-1 in that it required a sustained air offensive against
German military power, supplemented by air offensives against other regions

. under enemy control which contributed to that power. The air mission also
required the air force "to support a final offensive, if it becomes necessary to invade
the continent" and "to conduct effective air operations in connection with
Hemisphere Defense and a strategic defensive in the Far East." The air planners
thought it improbable that a land invasion could be mounted against Germany for
at least three years. Moreover, they posited, if the air offensive were snecessful, a
land offensive might not be necessary. Three lines of US air action were possible
against a German economy and society that was already strained by the military
campaign in Russia, The first line of air action—which would accomplish the air
mission in Europe—required disruption of Germany’s electric power system and
transportation system, destruction of Germany’s oil and petroleum resources, and
undermining of Germany’s morale by air attack against civilian concentrations.
The second line of air action—representing intermediate objectives that might be
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essential fo the principal effort ~required nentralization of German air forces by
attacks against their bases, aircraft factories, and aluminum and magnesium
factories. A third line of action—to safeguard operating air bases—included
attacks against submarine bases, surface seacraft, and invasion ports. The planners
advocated a concentration of daylight, precision bombing attacks against the
principal objectives. They did not favor attacks against cities unless the enemy
people were known to be low in morale either because of sustained suffering and
deprivation or because of a recognition that their armed forces could not win a
favorable decision. The planners believed that heavy bombers—relying on speed,
massed formations, high altitude, defensive firepower and armor, and
simultaneous penetrations at many places— could make deep penetrations of
German defenses in daylight hours. They, nevertheless, felt that it would be used
todevelop alarge, heavilyarmed escort fighter that would have the range and speed
slightly superior to the bombers it would escort.

Simultaneously with the strategic air campaign against Germany, other Army .

. Air Forces units would be dispersed in Alaska, Hawaii, Iceland, and South

America to maintain hemispheric defense. To maintain a strategic defensive in
Asia, the planners visualized a buildup of bomber forces in the Philippines and
shuttling B-29 and B-32 aircraft from Alaska and the Philippines to a refueling and
staging area in Siberia. This concept was so persuasive in fact that the planners
urged immediate efforts be made to deploy four groups of B-17s or B-24s to the
Philippines to deter the Japanese from moving toward the Netherlands East Indics.
It was assumed that the hemisphere and Asian defensive forces would provide the
aircraft needed to control adjacent seas against the operation of hostile seacraft.

In establishing requirements for pursuit aircraft, the planners reasoned that the
principal role of pursuit was defensive—the protection of bases and vital
areas—and that air superiority would be won by bombers. Because of an
anticipated shortage of air bases, especially in England, the air planners urged that
pursuit complements should be kept at a minimum level consistent with safety so
that the strength of the bombardment strike force would not be reduced. Much the
same line of reasoning was applied to air support aviation. Ground operations were
not to be mounted until strategic air campaigns had already attained a ‘
preponderant air superiority; in appropriate situations, available combat aviation
would support theater operations of ground armies. Both for training with ground
forces and for eventual overseas employment in air snpport forces, however, the
air force required pursuit aircraft, light bombers, dive-bombers, observation
aircraft, photomapping planes, and transports and gliders. In addition to the
transport aircraft required for employment of airborne forces, the air planners
placed a requirement for long- and medium-range transport aircraft that would
provide quick delivery of essential aircraft and engine spares from air depots to
worldwide operating units,

However, because they did not have any available valid production data based
on historical experience, air planners could not project a definite schedule for
fielding the air units visualized. The planners expected that by 1943 or 1944 the
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Army Air Forces would include 203 groups and 108 observation squadrons and a
grand total of 59,727 airplanes. Of this force, 10 groups of B-25s and B-26s, 20
groups of B-17s and B-24s, 24 groups of B-29s, and 21 groups of pursuit would be
comumitted to the air offensive against Germany. The smaller bombers would be
used only because they were available. The planners specified that an ideal force
from a standpoint of economy would consist entirely of B-29s. The major difficulty
in mustering the air attacks against Germany appeared tobe the scarcity of airfields
in England and in the Middle East, the latter area being tentatively designated as
the operating location for long-range B-29s. Based on intelligence estimates of 154
strategic targets in Germany, expected bombing accuracy, and a desire to complete
the air campaign in a six-month period, the planners computed that 98 bombing
groups would be required, of which only 54 could be based in England and the
Middle East. For this reason, the planning staff stated an urgent requirement for
developing 44 groups (3,740 aircraft) of bombers, which would have a 4,000-mile

. tactical operating radius. These planes would be able to operate against Germany
from basesin Newfoundland, Greenland, Africa, India, or the northeastern United
States. The use of these 4,000-mile-range bombers would permit some reductions
in other types of units, with the result that the ultimate force —which could not be
ready before 1945—would consist of 239 groups and 108 observation squadrons,
for a grand total of 63,467 planes.

AWPD-1 was signed by General Arnold and its findings were immediately the
subject of almost daily briefings to Air Corps and War Department officers.
Comments were generally favorable, although Lt Col Clayton Bissell, an Air Corps
officer in the War Plans Division, argued that the need for an escort fighter was
just as great as the need for a 4,000-mile-range bomber. He thonght it peculiar that
the plan called for only 13 experimental escort fighters but called for 3,740 of the
4,000-mile-range bomberséwhen the latter would be just as much a developmental
problem as the former.’®® Nevertheless, Secretary Lovett tacitly approved the
study and General Marshall marked it "Okay, G. C. M." on 1 September. On the
afternoon of 11 September and the morning of 12 September, George, Walker, and
Kuter presented AWPD-1 to Secretary Stimson and Assistant Secretary John J.

. McCloy. Stimson apparently accepted the study as a matter-of-fact statement of
the air forces required to defeat the Axis, but he mentioned that the expanston of
aviation manufacturing facilities and Air Corps training establishments proposed
in the plan depended entirely upon the nation being in a war spirit or at war.
McCloy expressed pleasure that AWPD-1 was offensive instead of defensive in
nature because, he said, ground and air plans were being stifled by the out-of-date
conception of hemispheric defense. McCloy felt that both the ground and air forces
had made a major error in failing to press for an early seizure of African air
bases.!®® While the briefings were in progress, AWPD-1 also went forward to the
War Plans Division and from there to the Joint Army-Navy Board. There was some
reason for optimism that the plan might be acceptable to the Joint Board, since, in
view of the increased importance being accorded to air operations, General
Arnold and the chief of the Navy Bureau of Aeronautics had won seats on the Joint
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Board on 2 July 1941. On the board, however, General Arnold had found that he
was not a full-fledged member. "When air problems came up," he would recall, *T
sat as a member of the Board; at other times I could sit in as a ‘listener’ but not as
a member."1%0

When the Joint Board issued its report "Estimate of United States Over-All
Production Requirements” on 11 September 1941, it accepted AWPD-1 as a
statement of Army Air Forces requirements and incorporated its tabulations in
the joint estimate. Like AWPD-1 the Joint Board estimate proposed that
hemispheric defense was an insufficient national policy. The major national
objectives of the United States, which were related to military policy, were believed
to be preserving the territorial, economic, and ideological integrity of the United
States and the Western Hemisphere; preventing the disruption of the British
Empire; preventing further expansion of Japanese territorial dominion; eventually
establishing in Europe and Asia balances of power that would most clearly ensure
the political stability in those regions and the future security of the United States; ‘
and, asfar as practicable, establishing regimes favorable to economic freedom and
individual liberty. The fundamental military policy of the United States was
hemispheric defense, but attaining the complate list of national policies could be
effected "only through military victories outside this hemisphere, either by the
armet% s'frt)rces of the United States, by the armed forces of friendly powers, or by
both."

Based upon ifs assessment of the strategic objectives of Germany and Japan,
the Joint Board stated that "the principal strategic method employed in the
immediate fature should be the material support of present military operations
against Germany, and their reinforcement by active participation in the war bythe
United States, while holding Yapan in check pending future developments.” In view
of the impossibility of mounting an early land offensive against Germany, the board
recommended continuing the economic blockade, conducting land offensives in
distant regions where German troops were weak, prosecuting economic and
industrial resources, and supporting subversive activities in conquered territories,
The board warned: "Naval and air power may prevent wars from being lost, and by
weakening enemy strength may greatly contribute to victory. By themselves, ‘
however, naval and air forces seldom, if ever, win important wars. It should be
recognized as an almost invariable rule that only land armies can finally win wars."

The Joint Board’s statement that "only land armies can finally win wars"
indicated a polite disbelief of the contention in AWPD-1 that a strategic air
offensive against Germany might preclude the need for a land campaign. In its
annex to the Joint Board report, the Army insisted that the United States should
have forces in being for a land offensive against Germany by 1 July 1943 and that
prior to the undertaking of a land campaign against the continent of Europe, sea
and air forces shonld have accomplished overwhelming air superiority, rendered
the economic and industrial life of Germany ineffective, weakened the combat
effectiveness of German air and ground units, and reduced the popular support of
the German people for the confinuation of the war.
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Although a summary with verbatim extracts of the Joint Board estimate was
published in the Chicago Daily Tribune on 4 December 1941 as an exposure of
Roosevelt’s secret war plan, neither the Joint Board estimate nor AWPD-1was a
war plan. They were, rather, efforts to provide the Office of Production
Management with a good feel for what America’s wartime military requirements
might be. As a matter of fact, the visualization in AWPD-1 to the effect that the
Army Air Forces would require an ultimate force of 239 air groups and 108
observation squadrons turned out to be an estimate that was remarkably similar to
the 269 tactical groups that the Army Air Forces would possess at its maximum
strength during World War 10.1°2 Much of the strategic thought expressed in the
two studies would turn upin one form or another during World War IL, The studies
produced at Jeast two immediate actions, On 11 April 1941 the Air Corps initiated
a design competition for a high-altitude, 10,000-mile-range intercontinental
bomber. On 19 August General Arnold indicated that the project must be pushed.

. Both Douglas and Northrop submitted preliminary designs and on 15 December
1941 a contract for developing two experimental XB-36 aircraft was awarded to
the Douglas Aircraft Compzm},r.w3 AWPD-1 alsoprovided new hope that Japanese
aggression could be deterred and that the Philippines could be defended.

In November 1938, when he had stated that only long-range bomber aircraft
could affect Hitler’s mad course toward war, President Roosevelt had appeared
to grasp the close relationship between effective military force and the national
foreign policy objectives. On 26 July 1941, President Roosevelt issued an executive
order freezing Yapanese assets in the United States and halting all trade with the
aggressor nation, Both General Marshall and Adm Harold R. Stark recommended
against this action, reasoning that an embargo on Japan’s oil supplies would force
Japan either to surrender its long-range aggressive aims or, much more likely, to
strike for oil in the Netherlands Indies at the cost of war with the United States.
Only belatedly, after the diplomatic move had been made, was attention given to
strengthening the defense of the Philippines. To maintain the strategic defensive
in the Far East, AWPD-1 recommended, and the Joint Board estimate accepted,
an immediate need for the movement of additional air units— principally four

. heavy bombardment groups —to the Philippines. On 18 August, Secretary Stimson
approved a Philippine reinforcement plan including moving one B-17 group there
without delay and sending three other groups there by February 1942. Whether or
not the reinforcement could have been effected as scheduled—the Air Force
Combat Command had difficulties getting together 35 B-17s for the first group and
there was doubt that air facilities conld have been readied by February—would
remain academic, for the Japanese found themselves becoming weaker as a result
of the economic embargo at the same time that the United States was strengthening
its Pacific garrisons. On 6 September 1941 Japan made the fateful decision to
preempt with military force if diplomatic negotiations could not end the embargo.
When negotiations deadlocked, the Japanese began the war with an attack on Pearl
Harbor on 7 December 1941, coinciding with a simultaneous assault on the
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Philippines,%* Military ideas, concepts, and docttitie would nowbe tested in global
warfare,
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AIR FORCE THINKING AND WORLD WAR II

"In the nineteen-thirties, when air power was the unseen guest at those grim
conferences which marked the Nazi march to power,” observed Gen Henry H.
Arnold on 4 January 1944, "the Army Air Corps, which preceded the Army Air
Forces, had drawn its blue-prints for war," The Air Corps Tactical School, Arnold
noted, had developed the "strategic and tactical doctrines that would later gnide
our air campaigns in World War I

Planning and Analysis in the Army Air Forces

One week after the Japanese attack at Pear] Harbor, the Air War Plans Division
(AWPD) sought to commit the United States and Great Britain to an air strategy
against the Axis. AWPD-4, Air Estimate of the Situation and Recommendations
for the Conduct of the War, which appeared on 15 December 1941, advocated that
the United States give first concern to protecting the Western Hemisphere and
Great Britain and to sustaining America’s fighting men in the Philippines, and then
bend every effort toward implementing an air offensive against the Axis powers in
Europe. Since a snccessful air offensive would have to precede the launching of
anyland or sea offensive and inasmuch as a powerful air offensive might be decisive
in itself, the air plans study recommended that first priorities in war production
should be given to the Army Air Forces and that sea and ground force priorities
should be allocated "in the light of their contribution to the Air Force mission"”
AWPD-4 represented the thought of Harold George, Haywood Hansell, Kenneth
Walker,* and Orvil Anderson.

* This document was the last contribution of the 44-year-cld Walker to Aur Force doctrmal thought.
Having been promoted to the rank of brigadier general, Walker was transferred to the Soutinwest
Pacific n June 1942 where he assumed command of the V Bomber Command He was killed in action
on 15 January 1943 while on a B-17 mission over Rabaul In 1943 he was posthumously awarded the
Medal of Honor, and m 1948 Roswell Air Foree Base, New Mexico, was renamed Walker Air Farce
Base n his honor.
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The plan of action recommended by AWPD-4 included three phases of activity
and three sets of subordinate tasks, many of which would be undertaken
concurrently. The first phase was to safeguard the United States and Great Britain
by defending existing possessions and extending those defenses to Natal, the Cape
Verde Islands, and Dakar. The second phase was to wage a decisive air offensive
against the Axis powers in Europe, to engage in a defensive effort in the Far East,
and to conduct a land invasion of Europe "when and ifit becomes necessary." After
defeating the European enemies, the third phase was to be sustained air offensives
against Japanese military and civil strength, the use of land forces when and if
necessary, and the maintenance of sufficient flexibility to exploit opportune
openings for decisive action against Japan. The plan recommended an air force of
90,000 airplanes, a production rate of 3,000 airplanes a month, and an Army of
3,000,000 men and women. The recommended air order of battle included a force
of 13 medium bomber, 64 heavy bomber, 32 B-29 or B-32 bomber, 59 long-range
(4,000-mile) bomber, 35 light and dive-bomber, 72 pursuit, and 82 transport .
groups, plus 159 observation and photographic reconnaissance squadrons. The
plan posed arequirement for naval strength "capable of safe-guarding our essential
sea lanes of communication" and for ground forces sufficient to maintain the
secuzity of Allied base areas and eventually to undertake a final surface invasion
of Germany and then Japan, if such became necessary.”

In reply to a request for information, the Air War Plans Division on 9 January
1942 also songht a high degree of autonomy for the Air Force, On 24 QOctober 1941
Brig Gen Carl A. Spaatz already had formally proposed that GHQ Air Force be
eliminated, that overall command be returned to the Army chief of staff, that the
General Staff be limited to considering broad policy, and that broad
responsibilities be delegated to the chiefs of ground, service, and air forces (the
last already in existence). The Air War Plans Division proposed that coordinate
ground, air, and naval services be created, with unity of command to be secured
by a common head of all armed services who would report directly to the president
and would have a small staff of ground, air, naval, production and supply, and
political and economic warfare representatives. The Air War Plans Division nrged
that sach an organization would provide each service with a desired freedom of .
action and at the same time ensure unity of coramand.*

Although the Air War Plans Division had forcefully asserted prevalent air
doctrines, the United States was not going to adopt an undiluted air strategy nor
would the air force attain foll-fledged autonomy. Meeting in Washington between
22 December 1941 and 14 January 1942, the Anglo-American Combined Chiefs of
Staff Arcadia conference did not favor such an overriding priority as AWPD-4
would have accorded to aircraft production but instead favored a victory program,
calling for increases of air, land, and naval forces and for the allocation of resources
for the manufacture of munitions in a sequence of limited schedules geared to
successively approved operations. The combined staff planners accordingly
accepted AWPD-1 with some modifications rather than AWPD-4, As a result of
agreements with the British, Secretary of Defense Henry L. Stimson on 19 January
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1942 authorized the Army Air Forces to expand during 1942 to a total of 115
groups, inciuding 34 heavy bomber, 12 medium bomber, 10 light bomber, 31
pursuit, 12 transport, and 16 observation grn:)ups.5

The Arcadia conference also established the mechanism for directing the
Anglo-American war effort and a precedent looking toward unified command of
combined forees in theaters of operations. From his experience in World War Iin
France, General George C. Marshall held aconviction that "there must be one man
in command of the entire theater—air, ground, and ships." Despite a Jack of
enthusiasm among the other military chiefs, Marshall convinced President
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Winston Churchill of the need to establish a unified
American-British-Dutch-Australian Command (ABDACOM) in the Western
Pacific-East Indies. From this time on the US War Department believed that the
Allies were committed to a supreme commander in combined operations. As a
matter of fact, ABDACOM was disestablished on 23 February 1942 and future
Allied theater commanders would not be given "supreme” authority. The question
of the manner in which an Allied theater commander would receive his directives
was solved at Arcadia by the establishment of the Combined Chiefs of Staff, a
composite organization of the British army, navy, and air force chiefs of staff and
their American counterparts. The use of the British chiefs of staff committee as a
model for the Combined Chiefs of Staff raised an awkward complexity in that the
Army Air Forces was part of the US Army, whereas the Royal Air Force was a
separate service. Arnold, nevertheless, was recognized as a member of both the
Combined Chiefs of Staff and the Yoint Chiefs of Staff, The Joint Chiefs of Staff,
which replaced the Joint Army-Navy Board, informa116v came into being at Arcadia
and held its first formal meeting on 9 February 1942

Sweeping changes in the organization of the War Department and the Army
Air Forces (AAF) closely followed the Arcadia agreements. Effective on9 March
1942, the War Department was consolidated into three coordinate forces each
under a commanding general; the Army Air Forces, the Army Ground Forces, and
the Services of Supply (later the Army Service Forces). General Headquarters, the
Office of Chief of Air Corps, and the Air Force Combat Command were abolished.
The War Department General Staff was shaken up; approximately 50 percent of
its personnel was to be from the air arm, The War Plans Division, soon renamed
the Operations Division (OPD), became a general command post and had
planning authority for the War Department. Under the reorganization, the mission
of the Army Air Forces, as specified, was "to produce and maintain equipment
peculiar to the Army Air Forces, and to provide air force units properly organized,
trained, and equipped for combat operations." Headquarters Army Air Forces
thus became a supply and training agency, not primarily concerned with actual
combat operations or strategic pIanning.7

As part of the changes in the War Department, Headquartexs Army Air Forces
was restructured effective on 9 March 1942 to include two levels of staif
activity—policy and operating staff. At the policy level, the functions of planning
and establishing policies were lodged in A-1 (Personnel), A-2 (Intelligence), A-3
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(Training), A-4 (Supply), and Plans. The Plans Division was viewed as a
coordinating agency for the other four divisions since, in theory, it was not to be
concerped with war planning. Three major directorates — Military Requirements,
Technical Services, and Management Control - were the principal components of
the operating staff. At this level, Maj Gen Muir S, Fatrchild’s Directorate of
Military Requirements was described as a group of functional specialists whose
research was to be the media through which combat lessons were to be reflected
in training and procurement programs. General Fairchild had under him Air
Defense, Bombardment, Ground Support, War Organization and Movement,
Base Services, and Individual Training divisions. The directors of air defense,
bombardment, and ground suppoxt, which were usually called "type" directorates
because they were concerned with types of aviation, were to be experts in their
respective classes of aviation and were charged with development of tactics and
techniques for their specialties. The director of individual training was charged
with directing, supervising, and giving final approval to Army Air Forces training .
literature.” Since so much experience was now concentrated in the Directorate of
Military Requirements, the Air Corps Board at Eglin Field was inactivated when
the Army regulation that authorized it was rescinded on 20 May 1942. The Air
Corps Tactical School was suspended as an active unit on 24 June 1942, and the
people in its Training Literature Unit were integrated into the Training Aids
Section of the Individual Training Division.” i

Although the War Department reorganization removed responsibility for
operational planning from the Army Air Forces, President Franklin D. Roosevelt
asked General Arnold on 24 Angust 1942 to submit his judgment as to which
combat aircraft should be produced in 1943 in order to gain complete air
ascendancy over the enemy. Such a judgment could not be divorced from
operational planning, although it had to follow approved strategy and, thus, define
the air mission in terms of cooperation with surface campaigns. Brig Gen Laurence
S. Kuter, now deputy chief of air staff, Brig Gen Orvil A. Anderson, chief of air
plans, and Brig Gen Haywood S. Hansell, who had been named deputy commander
of the Eighth Air Force, undertook the study, which, when completed on 9
September 1942, was entitled AWPD-42, Requirements for Air Ascendancy.m .
Requirements were based on air operations visualized for 1943 and early 1944 to
include: an air offensive against Enrope to deplete the Luftwaffe, destroy the
sources of German submarine construction, and undermine the German
war-making capacity; air support for a land offensive in northwest Africa; air
support for land operations to retain the Middle East; air support for surface
operations in the Pacific and Far East to regain base areas for a final offensive
against Japan proper; and hemispheric defenss, including antisubmarine patrol.
To meet such a schedule of operations, the planners calculated that the Army Air
Forces would require 281 combat groups by 1 January 1944 —including 76 heavy
bomber, 43 medium bomber, 26 light and dive-bomber, 70 fighter, 20 observation,
12 photographic reconnaissance, and 34 troop carrier groups. The study proposed
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that 130,906 aircraft should be produced in 1943 —75,416 for the Army, 33,050 for
the Navy, and 22,440 for the Allies.

While it was prepared by several of the same officers who had written AWPD-1,
AWPD-42 revealed something of the change in doctrinal thinking that was taking
place in 1942. The former study had posed large requirements for B-29 and B-36
aircraft, but AWPD-42 expected few B-29s and no B-36s to come from production
in 1943, It was also evident that it would be possible to base more bombers in Great
Britain than had been thought earlier, The strategic philosophy of the two studies
was virtually the same, but a new study of Germany’s target system was included
in AWPD-42, The priority targets were stated to be airplane assembly and aircraft
engine plants, submarine yards, transportation and power centers and networks,
and oil, aluminum, and rubber manufacturing facilities. The air campaign, thus,
was to prepare the way for surface attack. While the changed target priorities
reflected a growing demand for establishing air superiority over Germany,
AWPD-42 confidently predicted that "our current type bombers can penetrate
German defenses to the limit of their radius of operation without excessive losses "

Both AWPD-1 and AWPD-42 visualized that a land invasion of Europe would
probably follow the strategic bombing campaign, but the timing of the air offensive
had been changed, AWPD-1 had projected six months of intensified bombing to
begin in mid-1942, however, AWPD-42 necessarily postponed it until late 1944
because of the failure to receive the overriding priorities for aircraft productionas
recommended in AWPD-42, plus the diversion of heavy and medium bombers to
the US Navy for patrol and antisubmarine warfare. Moreover, to conserve strategic
bomber resources, AWPD-42 urged that no allocatlons of hcavy or medium
bombers be made to the Navy from 1943 productlon This provision, together
with the competition that the proposed aircraft production program posed to the
building of ships, aircraft carriers, and naval aircraft, caused the Navy to reject
AWPD-42 out of hand. In a compromise on 26 November 1942, President
Roosevelt finally approved a program of building 107,000 aircraft and substantial
portions of the Navy shipbuilding program.1

The decisions made in the winter of 1942-43 as to the final force objectives of
the United States marked great changes in the internal composition of the Army.
In the summer of 1940 the US victory program had called for a ground army of 215
divisions and an air force of 84 groups, but in the winter of 194243 the US Axmy
changed its force plans to include 89 divisions and 273 air force groups, the 273
groups being considered to be the saturation point in the development of Army air
power, Toward that end the Army Air Forces activated a total of 269 combat
groups by December 1943, Some of these groups were paper units, and not a few
of them were pledged to hemispheric defense. An agreement between the Army
and Navy on 10 June 1943 led the Navy to take charge of antisubmarine defense,
thus reducing Army requirements for air groups for hemispheric defense. As air
planners had earlier predicted, moreover, the acquisition of more efficient B-29
Superfortress bombers permitted reductions in the number of bomber units
needed. In a readjustment of the Army Air Forces program, most of the paper
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units among the 269 combat groups were inactivated in the spring of 1944.
Thereafter the Army Air Forces built upward toward the maximum combat
strength of 243 groups it would attain in February 1945, This maximum combat
strength included 25 very heavy bombardment, 27 heavy bombardment, 20 medium
bombardment, 8 light bombardment 71 fighter, 13 reconnaissance, 29 troop
carrier, and 5 composite groups 3 Neither the peak strength of 269 groups nor the
maximum combat strength of 243 groups equaled the 281 combat groups that
AWFPD-42 had predicted would be required for air supremacy over the Axis.
Reduced requirements for hemispheric deferse and the arrival of the B-29 very
heavy bombers in the combat inventory psrmitted reductions in total group
requirements,

Many Procedures for Developing Air Doctrine

During the frantic months in which the A.rmyAJr Forces was mobilizing for war, .
General Arnold obv:ously considered it appropriate that the largest concentration
of experienced air officers should be situated in Headquarters Army Air Forces.
The organization of the headquarters also reflected Arnold’s notions about how a
staff should work. Arnold often remarked that laborious staff review procedures
tended to emasculate bold air concepts and decisions: "termites” in a staff could
eat up good ideas before they could get through to the top. Arnold accordingly saw
nothing wrong in dividing his headquarters into a policy and operating staff
wherein 31 mdmdua]s had direct access to him and authority to sign action papers
by his authonty 4 Air Force field commanders, however, complained of conflicts
in orders and directives. The same thing was true of doctrinal and policy
statements. The director of military requirements was chiefly concerned with
formulating doctrine and employment policies, but his status was essentially
advisory. At the same time other directorates were issuing instructions in various
forms. As a result of this decentralization, many miscellaneous publications, cach
containing specialized fragments of air force ideas, were sent out to field
commanders. These collections were too voluminous for any commander to study
and the whole collection did not form a consistent and complete statement of air .
doctrines and employment policies. Col Charles G. Williamson, chief of the
bombardment division, pointed out these facts in a discussion of air policies and
doctrines written on 3 March 1943. "In military matters, especially those of the
magnitude of the operations of the present war, where mistakes and inconsistencies
cost thousands of lives and millions of man-hours," he warned, "it is all the more
important that there be clearly expressed guiding principles which are clearly
understood by all planners as well as by all who are charged with the handling of
the forces in the field,"

Heavily concerned with day-to-day operations that allowed little time for
reflective thought, the Air Defense, Bombardment, and Group Support divisions
within the Directorate of Military Requirements began to employ different means
for the evaluation and preparation of the decirine that they were expected to
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provide. In the March 1942 reorganization of the Army Air Forces, the Ground
Support Division, headed by Col David M. Schlatter, had superseded the Army
Air Support Staff Section that had been jointly manned by the Army General
Headquarters and the Air Force Combat Command. Colonel Schlatter inherited
avirtually complete draft manual that had been drawn up on the basis of experience
with the new air support commands in the Louisiana and Carolina maneuvers of
1941, It was published as War Department Field Manual 31-35, Aviation in Support
of Ground Forces, on 9 April 1942. This manual was heavily concerned with
organization and had little to say about operations. It provided that the air support
commander would function under the Army commander: it stated that an air
support command, as one of several air force commands in a theater of operations,
was "habitually attached to or supports an army in the theater." Aviation units,
moreover, could be "specifically allocated to the support of subordinate ground
units." The commander of a supported unit was given the aunthority to make the
final decision as to target priorities: "the most important target at a particular time,"
the manual stated, "will usually be that target which constitutes the most serious
threat to the operations of the supported ground force." At best the air support
command would provide a centralized control for observation groups, transport
groups, or other combat air units assigned or attached toit, Both Colonel Schlatter
and Col William E. Lynd, who had shared in drawin% up the manual, considered
FM 31-35 to be highly tentative and subject to change. S As a matter of fact, ground
force officers did not like the ceniralized control of support aviation inherent in
the air support command, for they frankly favored the attachment or assignment
of air units directly to the ground umits they would support. Beginning on 7
December 1942 a special Air Support Board with ground and air members met in
Washington to revise the manual. Even though this board proposed no radical
changes in the manual, the revised manuscript was not approved by either the Army
Air Forces or the Army Ground Forces.!”

Recognizing that the Army Air Forces had much to learn about air defense and
directing fighter interceptor forces by radar and radio, the Air Force Combat
Command (shortly before its demise) laid plans for the establishment of a special
school to deal with these matters. On 26 March 1942 the Third Air Force
accordingly established an Air Defense Operational Training Unit at Orlando,
Florida. When the reorganization of the Army Air Forces was completed, the
Orlando activity was designated as the Fighter Command School and placed
directly under Headquarters Army Air Forces, In its mission statement, Col
Gordon P. Saville, director of air defense, charged the school to train air defense
personnel to develop doctrines, tactics, and techniques of air defense; to test air
defense equipment and operational procedures; and to recommend the
organization of air defense for the United States and overseas theaters, A pursuit
group, an aircraft warning regiment, a searchlight battalion, and other necessary
troops were assigned to the school. To accomplish its research missions the Fighter
Command School established an Operational Requirements Department, a
Tactics and Technique Development Department, and an Air Defense Board, with
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the directors of the school’s academic and research departments serving as
members. As a first project the Afr Defense Board revised the draft air defense
manual that Saville had prepared in the winter of 1941-42. It was published as War
Department Field Manual 1-25, dir Defense, on 24 December 1942. By this time
the Air Defense Board had either completed or had under test 74 other air defense
projects. 8

In the spring 1942 the Air Staff in Washington began to recognize that the
closing of the Air Corps Factical School—although doubtlessly necessary—had
been essentially shortsighted, In June 1942 Col Don Z, Zimmerman, the dixector 4
of weather, called attention to the great lack of tactical experience among new Air !
Force officers and recommended that the Army Air Forces reopen the Tactical
School, using returned combat veterans as an instructional staff, General Fairchild
enthusiastically received the proposal, and the Training Aids Division was charged
to lay the groundwork for the new school. The decision was soon made tore-create
an expanded tactical school at Orlando and to use the Fighter Command School .
as one of the departments of the new school.??

After a summer of planning, the Army Air Forces School of Applied Tactics
was established at Orlando on 27 October 1942 and charged both to "train selected
officers under simulated combat conditions and to "develop, prepare, and
standardize training literature and . . . other training material"?° On 12 November
the Army Air Forces established the Army Air Forces Board and the directorates
of Academic Training, Tactical Development, Operations and Facilities, and
Training Aids within the School of Applied Tactics. The Directorate of Academic
Training consisted of the depariments of Air Defense, Bombardment, Air Support,
and Air Service. The AAF Board was to be comprised of a chairman, an executive,
and additional members to be appointed by General Arnold as well as the
commandants of each of the school’s department. The board was charged to
"determine major questions of policy and doctrine for all activities of the school
and such other matters as may be assigned to it by competent authority." The
director of tactical development was responsible for conducting test operations of
aircraft and equipment and for improving the strategy, tactics, and techniques of .

air warfare. The Army Air Forces undertook to exercise control over the School
of Applied Tactics through the director of military requirements, the directors of
air defense, bombardment, air support, and base services were to approve the
doctrines, tactics, and techniques taught in the department of the school 2!

The terse language of Army Air Forces regulations gave the impression that the
AAF Board was to be aschool activity, but on 16 November 1942 General Fairchild
instructed Brig Gen Hume Peabody, the commandant of the AAF School of
Applied Tactics, that the board ought to be developed as an Army Air Forces
activity. "The purpose of the Army Air Forces Board," Fairchild wrote, "is to study
the over-all picture of Air Force matters with a view to making recommendations
to the Commanding General, Army Air Forces, on such matters as Air Force
strategy, technique, organization, equipment, traJmng, etc., of all units making up
an Air Force and of the Air Forces as a whole."*? Since the Alr Defense Board was
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agencies. In addition, Fairchild directed Peabody to form an equipment board.
This board received directives for testing from the AAF Materiel Command and
usnally reassigned its projectsto one of the other subboards, depending on the type
of equipment to batested.*> When General Peabody assumed the duty as chairman
of the AAF Board, he planned that it would function in a supervisory capacity. The
AAF Board held its first recorded meeting on 2 February 1943, and it was soon
meeting at regular intervals to review completed Etrojccts and to forward them,
after approval, to Headquarters Army Air Forces.

New Conceptions of Tactical Air Power

The organization of the Headquarters Army Air Forces, adopted in March
1942, had been designed to build quickly the world’s most powerful air force. An
operating echelon had been established to perform typical functions found in an
air task force, and the directors of the operating echelon had been anthorized to
act with broad discretion on behalf of General Arnold. By the winter of 1942-43,
however, the expansion program was firmly in hand. Upon his return home from
the meeting of the Combined Chiefs of Staff in Casablanca in Yanuary 1943,
General Arnold stated that AAF headquarters "must stop operating” and spend
its time thinking "in oxrder that we can correctly tell our commanders what to do
and maybe sometimes when to doit" but not how to do it. As a resnlt of continuing
study, Headquarters Army Air Forces was greatly consolidated on 29 March 1943,
Most staff functions were concentrated in six assistant chiefs of air staff: personnel;
intelligence; training; materiel, maintenance, and distribution (MM&D);
operations, commitments, and requirements (OC&R); and plans. The old
subdirectorates were abolished. The functions of the air defense, bombardment,
and air support divisions were split between OC&R and training and individual
training was transferred to training, Among the responsibilities assigned to OC&R
were determining proper tactics and techniques of aerial warfare, maintaining
observers in theaters of operations, and supervising the AAF School of Applied
Tactics and the AAF Proving Ground Command. Within OC&R, the
Requirements Division was made responsible for tactical development; the
division was comprised of Air Defense, Bombardment, Air Support, and Tactical
Service branches.

Even though he stated that the Axmy Air Forces ought not to tell subordinate
commands how to perform their jobs, General Arnold was sensitive to the charge
that the air force had no compact body of doctrine to guide the thinking of its
thousands of newly commissioned officers. Indeed, as Colonel Williamson had
noted in his March 1943 staff study for the bombardment division, "the most
important single adverse factor, the condition which is the greatest cause of general
failure of the Air Forces to attain proper results, is the lack of an authoritative and
concise statement of AATF doctrine and employment policies. A ready guide is not
available, and each combat zone is improvising its own doctrine or interpreting
older doctrines that have not been kept up to date." General Arnold, in eatly
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failure of the Air Forces to attain proper results, is the lack of an anthoritative and
concise statement of AAF docirine and employment policies. A ready guide is not
available, and each combat zone is improvising its own doctrine or interpreting
older doctiines that have not been kept up to date." General Arnold, in early
March, recognized that his "seasoned and experienced officers are spread far and
wide" and that the AAF needed a "tool of instruction whereby every officer may
acquaint himself with both an over-all and particularized view of Air Force
structure and objectives.” Consequently, Arnold charged Brig Gen Byron E. Gates,
chief of AAF management control, to direct the preparation and publication of a
volume that would "preseat . . . a comprehensive picture of the objectives of Air /
Forces in Theaters of Operations and of the organization available to attain those
objectives." The completed volume was published on 1 June 1943 under the title
The Air Force in Theaters of Operations: Organization and Functions. It included
six booklets with a total of 27 chapters that completely described the organization
and missions of the Air Force as they existed in the spring of 1943. "The volume,"
Arnold stated, "represents Air Force doctrine. It is not rigid doctrine. It is subject ‘
to change when change is indicated. It points ont what can be done with the means
at our disposal, but it must not Erevent us from utilizing those means fullyin other
ways and for ofher purposes.”?
In many ways The .4ir Force in Theaters of Operations was the most ambitious
and comprehensive doctrinal publication ever issued by the Air Force, and it was
conveniently organized as a series of looseleaf pamphlets that could, in theory, be
revised and kept up to date. However, the publication appeared at the very moment
when air organization and doctrine were changing profoundly and most of it was
almost immediately out of date. Despite a statement in the introductory chapter,
"Air Force Mission and Qrganization," that some air forces could be considered
strategic and others tactical, the principal pampblet of the book described an
operational air force as comprising the traditional air defense, bombardment, air
support, and air service commands, (This pamphlet was the product of the AAF
Board and the four departments of the School of Applied Tactics in Orlando.) The
chapter "The Air Support Command" was forward-looking in its implications. It
noted, for example, that the new North American A-36 (P-51) aircraft would be a .
substantial advancement over dive-bombers since it could both deliver bombs and
serve as either a fighter bomber or a fighter escort plane, Nonetheless, the chapter
was completely conservative in its wording and conformed to the approved
air-ground doctrine established in FM 31-35. Although one booklet that described
the functions of squadrons in an air force was kept in print and ancther pamphlet
that described the functions of air force groups was published, few AAF officers
apparently ever knew that The Afr Force in Theaters of Operation had been issued.”’
‘While it was seeking a headquarters organization suitable to its mission and
attempting to prepare a comprehensive doctrinal manual, the Army Air Forces
began to take a searching look at the results of combat operations in North
Africa— the first major American air-ground offensive of World War IL. Organized
into standard air defense, bombardment, air support, and air service commands,
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the Twelfth Air Force enjoyed very little flexibility in its operations in Northwest
Africa. In February 1943 the XIE Air Support Command failed to give good results
when it was attached to the US II Corps for the support of its operations in Tunisia.
While the Americanssought newideas, Gen Bernard L. Montgomery, commander
of the British Eighth Army, in January 1943, issued asmall pamphlet entitled "Some
Notes on High Command in War," which described his experience in war, As a
result of his experience of cooperating with the British Western Desert Air Force,
Montgomery emphasized that the greatest asset of air power was its flexibility, He
maintained that this flexibility could be realized only when air power was controlled
‘ centrally by an air officer who maintained a close association with the ground
commander. "Nothing could be more fatal to successful results," Montgomery
wrote, "than to dissipate the air resources into small packets placed under
command of army formation commanders, with each packet working on its own
plan."® In February 1943 in North Africa, Maj Gen Carl Spaatz orgamzed the
Northwest Africa Allied Air Force and gave it command over a strategic, a coastal,
. and a tactical air force. In a letter to Arnold dated 7 March 1943, Spaatz
emphasized that "the air battle must be won first. . .. Air units must be centralized
and cannot be divided into small packets among several armies or corps. ... When
the battle situation requires it, all nits, including medium and heavybombardment
must support ground operations,"

In the United States, General Marshall and other influential Army officers
accepted General Montgomery’s basic principles relative to the control of air
power.%0 Air Force leaders liked Montgomery’s basic thinking, but there was some
feeling that the air striking force ought not to be divided into a strategic and a
tactical air force. As assistant chief of air staff for plans, Brig Gen Orvil Anderson
urged that offensive air power ought not to be divided, and he maintained that the
same air weapon system which fought through the decisive phase of a war ought
to be available for subsequent exploitating operations, including all-out support of
land operations, Since General Arnold, on the other hand, wished to ensure a
freedom of action for the strategic air force, he was willing to provide the tactical
air force in order to free the strategic air force from a routine requirement to

. support ground forces.? Brlg Gen Laurence Kuter, who returned from a tour of
duty as deputy commander, Northwest African Tactical Air Force, and became
assistant chief of air staff for plans on 15 May 1943, actively supported the concept
of atactical air force. "It is the pattern of the future," Kuter wrote, "the way in which
air power 1n collaboration with armies in the field will beat the enemy and win the
war."

In response to an air force request, the War Department, on 9 June 1943, named
Col Morton H. McKinnon (commandant of the Air Support Department of the
School of Applied Tactics), Col Ralph F. Stearley (commander of the Y Air Support
Command), and Lt Col Orin H. Moore (armored force liaison officer at AAF
Headquarters) as a board to revise official doctrine in the light of theater-proven
operations. Working intimately with the General Staff G-3 Division, this board of
officers produced, in three weeks’ time, War Department Field Manual 100-20,
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Command and Employment of Air Power, which was published on 21 July 1943,
The new manual advocated centralized control of air power. "The inherent
flexibility of air power,” stated the manual,

15 1ts greatest asset This flexability makes it possible to employ the whole weight of the
avarlable air power agamst selected areas 1 turn; such concentrated use of the am
striking force 15 a battle-winning factor of the first importance Control of available air
power must be centralized and command mtust be exercised through the Aiwr Force
commander if this inherent flexibility and abihiy to delwera decisive blow are to be fully
explorted. Therefore, the command of air and ground forces i a theater of operations
will be vested in the supenior commander charged with the actual conduct of operations
1 the theater, whowill exercise command of air forces through the air force commaader
and command of ground forees through the ground force commander,

The manual also stated that land power and air power were coequal and that the
gaining of air superiority was the first requirement for the success of any major
land operation. It described the mission and composition of a strategic air force, .
a tactical air force, an. air defense command, and an air service command >3

As soon as FM 100-20 was published, General Arnold directed that a copy of
it should be distributed to every Air Corps officer. In a letter to each AAF
commander, ke emphasized that "the interrelated role of air power must be
constanfly impressed upon all airmen through the medium of command.”>* But the
Army Ground Forces viewed the manual with dismay and described it as the "Army
Air Forces' ‘Declaration of Indept:nderr.c:fs.”’35 Within the Air Force, moreover,
Gen Orvil Anderson continned to deplore tie division of air power represented
by the tactical air force, At least one other old-line Air Corps officer, Brig Gen
Robert C. Candee, suggested that the Air Force had "swallowed the RAT solution
of a local sitvation in Africa hook, line and sinker, without stopping to analyze it
or report it in ‘Americanese’ instead of British speech," Candee agreed that air
power should not have been divided mto tactical and strategic forces.>®

Wartime Work of the AAF Board

The reorganization of Headquarters Army Air Forces and the publication of .
Field Manual 100-20 cansed substantial changes at the AAF Board, AAF School
of Applied Tactics, and the AATF Proving Ground Command, The assistant chief
of air staff for training took control over the Training Aids Division, which, in May
1943, was moved from Orlando to New York Cityé where it was closer to
commercial publishing and motion picture resources. 7 On 17 April, Brig Gen
Gordon P. Saville, who had been director of air defense, was assigned as director
of tactical development at Orlando. With characteristic energy, Saville began
reorganizing the AAF Board. His efforts led to theissuance of an AAF regulation
on the subject on 2 July 1943. The assistant chief of air staff, OC&R, was named
president of the board and the director of tactical development was made ex officio
executive; the commandant of the School of Applied Tactics and the commander
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of the Proving Ground Command were named as members of the board, the board
was expected to coordinate the activities of the school, the proving ground, and
the director of tactical development; and the director of tactical development was
made specifically responsible for prepating programs, reviewing standards, and
recommending appropriate actions to the board. In its essentials, the new
regulation made the AAF Board a review agency and held the directorate of
tactical development responsible for much of the planning that had been formerly
done in Washington by the directorate of military requirements, But in late July
1943, just as General Saville was beginning to secure personnel for the directorate
of tactical developmemté he was ordered to North Africa to take command of the
XTI Fighter Command.

The new strategic and tactical concept of the Army Air Forces made the four
departments of the School of Applied Tactics obsolete. General Peabody, the
school commandant, and Brig Gen Eugene L. Eubank, who reported to Orlando
as director of tactical development in September 1943, faced this fact and began
to reorganize the school and the AAF Board. Peabody’s announcad object was to
achieve an organization that would accomplish deep thinking * Earlier in the year,
Dr Robert L. Stearns, the educational adviser at the School of Applied Tactics,
had pointed out that the research (or tactical development) function ought to be
separated from the academic function since both were full-time tasks.® The
reorganization, which was authorized in revised AAF regulations dated 8 October
1943 and effected three weeks later, incorporated this principle. The AAF Tactical
Center was established under the command of General Peabody as the superior
headquarters over a consolidated School of Applied Tactics and a Demonstration
Air Force, whose tactical units and field installations were OJfﬁamzed into model
strategic and tactical air forces and a model air defense wing.

The reorganization of the AAF Board was the work of General Eubank, who
had earlier served as AAF director of bombardment. Under a revised AAF
regulation published on 8 October 1943, the AAF Board was declared to be an
agency of Headquarters Army Air Forces and was empowered to develop tactics,
techniques, and doctrines and to determine all military requirements for the Army
Air Forces. The assistant chief of air staff, OC&R, the commander of the AAF
Tactical Center, the commander of the AAF Proving Ground Command, and the
executive director of the board (Eubank’s new position following the
discontinuation of the director of tactical development) were members of the AAF
Board. Since the AAF Board was domiciled away from Washington, an AAF
Board Control Office was established within the OC&R. With the elimination of
the departmental structure of the School of Applied Tactics and the old subboards,
General Eubank was authorized to secure sufficient qualified personnel to
discharge the AAF Board’s responsibi]ities.42

On 13 December 1943 Col William F. McKee, deputy assistant chief of air staff
for OC&R, announced that the reorganized board would do much of the work of
the OC&R Requirements Division, "If there is any question as towhether a project
should be carried out here or at the Board," he stated, "the issne should be resolved
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in favor of sending it to the Board."* For his own part, General Eubank, who [
became president of the AAF Board on 26 April 1944, wanted it to grow in stature

from what was in effect a projects board for OC&R into an agency that would serve

as an advisory body to General Arnold on all general policies. ™ Enjoying high

priorities for experienced officers rotated home from overseas, the board built up

to astrength of 98 officers, 65 enlisted men, and 53 civilians in September 1944 and

kept this approximate strength during the remainder of the war. Five liaison

officers were assigned to the air forces in the major combat theaters; these men

proved to be an important source of information for the Air Operations Briefs, i
whichwere published, beginning 30 November 1944, to disseminate combat Iessons

throughout the Air Force.

Therevamped board made many successful contributions tothe use of air power
in the war. Over Europe in the autumn of 1943, bomber formations devised by the
AAF Board helped cut down Eighth Air Force combat losses. Another study,
"Development of Tactics and Techniques for the Destruction of the German Air .
Force," was a guiding doctrine in establishing American air superiority over
Europe. General Spaatzstated that board reports and lectures by its liaison officer,
Lt Col Robert C. Richardson IH, were of great assistance in overcoming the
menace of German jet fighters. The massed B-29 fire raids over Japan, which were
begun inMarch 1945, were initiated in accordance with a plan visualized in an AAF
Board project entitled "Incendiary Attack on Japanese Cities."*

Although it was active in testing aircraft and equipment and in developing and
disseminating tactics and techniques for employing air power, the AAF Board
made slower progress in revising and preparing new doctrinal publications. Only
after completing a higher priority study entitled "Initial Post-War Air Force" did
the AAF Board approve and forward to Washington, on 4 May 1944, a draft titled
"The Tactical Air Force: Organization and Employment,” which it considered to
be an adequate revision of the obsolete FM 31-35. Upon completing another study,
'"Combat Fighter Formations," the board felt that it had adequately revised FIM
1-15, Tactics and Techniques of Air Fighting, and it believed that it had
accomplished all outstanding manual projects. This optimism was premature. The
board’s responsibilities were soon to be expanded. .

While the board was working on the tactical air force study, Colonel Stearley
had been assigned to the Office of the Assistant Chief of Air Staff for Training in
Washington. In March 1944 he had assembled a committee that prepared a draft
paper on air-ground cooperation. The Army Air Forces submitted this paper and
the study on the tactical air force to the War Department G-3 for approval and
publication as War Department training circulars, But G-3 refused to approve the
tactical air force study until the air-ground cooperation paper was coordinated
with the Army Ground Forces. Moreover, on 22 June Brig Gen Mervin E. Gross,
chief of the requirements division of OQC&R, called attention to the fact that "all
field service regulations and field manuals dealing with air force subjects, with the
exception of FM 100-20, are abominably obsolete and confusing," Gross proposed
to make the AAF Board responsible for preparing all AAF publications on
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doctrine, He also proposed to augment its strength to permit it to handle the
complete task of reviewing, writing, and compiling manuals that would be
approved and published by the Army Air Forces. However, General Gates, the
director of management control, offered a counterproposal that the AAF Board
be responsible for the substance of operational manuals, Management Control for
administrative manuals, and Materiel and Services for supply and maintenance
manuals, with the Training Aids Division preparing all manuscripts for final
publication. General Gates’s recommendations were accepted in June at a meeting
of representatives from the interested agencies, and the AAF Board was
accordingly directed to ensure the continuing of a project to prepare, review, and
revise all field service regulations, field manuals, and publications which
established AAF operational and training doctrine.*8

Tomeet the added responsibilities for preparing the doctrinal publications and
the new Air Operations Briefs, General Eubank organized an Evaluation Division
within the AAF Board. The Policy Branch of this division received the task of
reviewing and determining requirements for doctrinal manuals., Having
determined the need for a manual, the Policy Branch was expected to establish
committees made up of qualified personnel from the AAF Board, the School of
Applied Tactics, the Proving Ground Command, and any other interested
command to prepare adraft of the manual, Even though the Policy Branch ountlined
a comprehensive series of air manuals that should be written, it was not notably
successful in producing manuals, The Policy Branch had difficulty committing
qualified personnel to its project committees and preparing a draft manual
required the examining of a mass of pertinent reports and the soliciting and
evaluating of suggestions from many different headquarters. The Policy Branch
also ran into problems in trying to coordinate its work with the Army Ground
Forces. Headquarters Army Ground Forces, for example, refused to approve the
draft training circular entitled "Air-Ground Cooperation," which was forwarded
to it in April 1944; it complained that the draft was theoretical and contained far
too much of the thinking incorporated in FM 100-20. As the debate continued,
Headquarters Army Ground Forces broadened the discussion to include attacks
on FM 100-20. In Janunary 1945, for example, this headquarters challenged both
the statement that gaining air superiority should be the first requirement for the
success of any major land operation and the proposition that in the absence of air
supremacy the initiative passed to the enemy by citing the success of the German
army in Jaunching its Ardennes offensive without possessing air superiority. As a
result of the debate, the several theaters of operations were compelled to adopt
their own techniques for air-ground cooperation. More than a year had passed
before the War Depattment G-3 succeeded in patching together compromises that
enabled it to issue definitions of doctrine required in preparation for the invasion
of Japan. On 20 April 1945 the War Department published Training Circular 17,
Air-Ground Liaison, and on 19 June 1945 it released Training Circular 30, Tactical
Air Command: Organization and Employment. In yet another project, the AAF
Board required a long period to coordinate the effort with interested parties. On
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11 February 1944, the board began a manual entitled "T'actical Doctrine of Trogg
Carrier Aviation” but did not complete the text in final form until 21 August 1945,

Official Evaluations of Air Operations

Under the leadership of General Eubank, the Army Air Forces Board became
arespected and valuable agency for making evalnations and devising solutions to
far-reaching problems encountered in the theaters of operations, But the board
never attamed the authority to recommend air policy to General Arnold to the
same degree that the Navy General Board could influence the chief of naval
operations. As World War II progressed, moreover, other agencies began to
undertake a large part of the work that might have fallen within the province of a
more poweriul AAF Board.,

A new level of bureaucracy slowly emerged in the United States to perform the
functions of operations analysis, a development which paralleled the British .
experience. Having recognized the close relationship between scientific
development and warfare during the 1930s, the Royal Air Force (RAF) had gotten
good results from using civilians who possessed unusual scientific or analytic
talents for operations analysis—a function which was described as the study of
operations within a command for the purpose of improving tactics, equipment,
methods of training, or methods of supply. In 1940 President Roosevelt named Dr
Vaunnevar Bush, who was then chairman of the National Advisory Committee on
Aeronautics, to chair the National Defense Research Committee, Its purpose was
"to coordinate, supervise, and conduct scientific research on the problems
underlying the development, production, and use of mechanisms and devices of
warfare, exceptscientific research on the problem of flight.” In May 1941 Roosevelt
expanded the committee into the Office of Scientific Research and Development.
As early as April 1942 a group of abont 20 civilian analysts began to work with the
Navy and the Army Air Forces in search of solutions to the problem of
antisubmarine warfare. Dr Edward L. Bowles, the head of the group, ultimately
devised the system of radar and related techniques that effectively checked the
Nazi submarine menace during the latter half of 1943, At the request of General .
Spaatz, eight civilian operations analystsjoined the Eighth Air Force in the United
Kingdom on 15 October 1942, A few days later, on 24 October, General Arnold
authorized the establishment of operations analysis sections throughout the Army
Air Forces.*8

The genesis for this committee came, when in the course of a conversation on
the afternoon of 3 December 1942 with General Gates, chief of AAF management
control, General Fairchild recalled some of the perplexities that had confronted
him as 2 member of the Joint Strategic Survey Committee of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. The Joint Intelligence Committee had made many criticisms of the air target
list included in AWPD-42; some of the criticisms appeared fully justified. When
Gates’s executive, Col Guido R. Perara, joined in the conyersation, Fairchild
suggested that he (Perara) might like to find the answer to the fundamental matter
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in question: "How can Germany be so damaged by air attack that an invasion of
the continent may be possible within a relatively short period, say one year?" After
thinking about the matter overnight, General Gates addressed a memorandum to
Fairchild pointing out that nowhere in the War Department was there a group of
analysts or researchworkers who were capable of assembling raw data and drawing
conclusions from it. In search of a solution to the problem, Colonel Perara and Maj
W. Barton Leach, who had been recruiting operations analysts for air force
commands, proposed that a high-level committee of operations analysts should be
formed to study Germany and to recommend target systems to General Arnold.
The idea won Arnold’s prompt approval and General Gates assembled a small
group of distinguished scholars and industrialists in a first meeting of the
Committee of Operations Analysts on 10 December 1942, In early spring 1943 the
committee made its first report on German target systems to Arnold. After
completing this effort, the committee addressed itselfto determining the strategic
vulnerabilities of Japan to air assault.®

The operations analysis function continued to slip further out of the domain of
the AAFBoard. Leach, who was promoted to colonel and served both as amember
of the committee and as chief of the AAF Operations Analysis Division, provided
general guidance to the buildup of some 17 operations analysis sections throughout
the Air Force. By the end of the war more than 400 civilian and military analysts
were serving in the Air Force. These operations analysts, most of whom were
civilian specialists, followed "a considered policy of keeping very quiet—not asking
for recognition, not claiming credit for accomplishments, not getting publicity.”
The operations analysis sections lent their peculiar skills to such command
problems as bomb and fuze selection, bombing accuracy, battle damage and loss,
and general mission analysis. The memorandum reports of each operations
analysis section were forwarded to Washington and were circulated to interested
commands. At the IX Bomber Command in Europe, for example, three operations
analysts prepared a basic aerial gunnery manual, called "Get That Fighter,” that
was eventually adopted for use in the Army Air Forces, the Navy, and the Chinese
air force. The operations analysts dealt with many of the same problems that the
AAF Board was charged to consides, but the principal difference was that the
operations analysis sections were prepared to solve problems on the spot in combat
theaters. On some occasions the findings of the operations analysis section
disagreed with those of the AAF Board. On 18 October 1944, for example, the
AAF Board issued what it considered to be a definitive doctrine on weapons
selection entitled "Selection of Bombs and Fuzes for Destruction of Bombardment
Targets." But air force commanders preferred to follow the recommendations of
their own operations analysis sections, which were in serious conflict with the board
recommendations.

In its initial report on the strategic vulnerability of Germany to air attack, the
Committee of Operations Analysts recommended, on 8 March 1943, making a
continuing analysis of the successes and failures of air operations, The Army Air
Forces did not act on this recommendation until the spring of 1944, when it took
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two steps toward solving the problem of evaluating air operations. The first came
on 29 June 1944 when, in response to a request for such aunthority, the War
Department directed General Arnold to establish AAF evaluation boards in the
several combat theaters and charge them to make "a critical evaluation of the
effectiveness of air attack." "It is essential," the War Department stated, "that we
determine now the merits of our past use of air power so that we may, with
economy, direct and employ air power to the attainment of maximum results during
the war and in the future." Each of the boards would be expected to forward
evaluations with supporting data to the Army Air Forces at 30-day intervals, and
the reports were to be screened by the OC&R and plans directorate and sent to
the AAF Board for thorough analysis, Within a few weeks the evaluation boards
departed for the combat theaters, each headed by an experienced air officer —Maj
Gen Jacob E. Fickel for the European theater of operations, Maj Gen John F.
Curry for the Mediterranean theater of operations, Maj Gen William E. Lynd for
the Southwest Pacific area, Brig Gen Shepler W. Fitzgerald for the China-
Burma-India theater, and Brig Gen Martin F. Scanlon for the Pacific Ocean areas.
The boards were given a list of suggested topics for investigation, but they had
complete freedom in selecting the exact subjects they investigated —the only
criteria being that the subject was to be of sufficient importance "to permit
intelligent redirection of policy and effort in attaining maximum economy of forces
in the employment of air."! In the theaters, the AAF evaluation boards generally
undertook to prepare evaluations of air actions by campaigns rather than by
months. As a result their often voluminous reports would provide an important
source of documentation about air operations in World War 11 but were not as
valuable as they might have been for a current evaluation of the war effort. At the
end of hostilities, the European theater and Southwest Pacific AAF evaluation
boards had not completed all of their repoxts, so after September 1945 some
personnel from these two boards were returned to Orlando to finish their tasks.

The second step toward solving evaluation problems emerged from discussions
inthe Adr Staff in March 1944. General Fairchild suggested that a separate analysis
should be made of strategic bombing, and he recommended that General Spaatz
have US Strategic Air Forces in Europe submit a plan for a comprehensive
evaluation. In a letter to Arnold on 5 April, Spaatz endorsed the proposal for a
survey of the American strategic bombing effort and suggested that the survey be
headed by a civilian of higher caliber and reputation, Although the British wanted
to make a joint bombing survey, Spaatz argued against this approach because he
wanted to get plain facts from a committee headed by an impartial chairman; he
feared that the Soviets might be offended at being excluded from a combined
undertaking; and he wanted a quick sarvey that would be concluded in time to be
of use in planning for the strategic air campaign against Japan, The arrival of
General Fickel’s evaluation board threatened some duplication of effort, but Fickel
agreed to confine his studies to the tactical air warfare effort.>2

‘When the necessary groundwork had been laid, President Roosevelt directed
Secretary Stimson on 9 September 1944 to form a qualified and impartial group to

144

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958

-

|



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

AF THENKING AND WWII

study the effect of strategic aerial attacks against Germany. On 3 November,
Stimson asked Franklin D’QOlier, president of the Prudential Insurance Company,
to serve as chairman of the United States Strategic Bombing Survey. Various
civilian experts were selected as directors of proposed divisions. The research
activities of the survey were divided into three large units: military, economic, and
civilian studies—each broken down into divisions. At the end of hostilities in
Europe, Maj Gen Orvil Anderson came to the survey as chief of the Military
Analysis Division and chairman of a panel of military advisers that included Gen
Omar N, Bradley and Vice Adm Robert L. Ghormley. As finally constituted, the
United States Strategic Bombing Survey in Europe consisted of some 300 civilian
experts, analysts, technicians, and production men assisted by 350 officers and 574
enlisted men. Beginning in November 1944, teams of investigators followed Allied
military forces into Germany and compiled enough basic information to fill np 208
published reports. The investigators gathered their data from inspections and
examinations of target areas, captured records of the German government and
industrial corporations, and interviews and interrogations of thousands of
Germansé including practically all of the surviving German political and military
leaders.”

As the United States Strategic Bombing Survey was completing its field work
in the European theater, President Harry S Truman asked D’Olier to head a group
that would conduct a joint Army-Navy analysis of the air war against Japan.
Truman directed that the Japanese survey would be given help by the secretary of
the Navy, thus making it a joint function, although still to be controlled by the
civilian chairman and his associates, Paul Nitze, who had directed the equipment
and utilities division of the survey, became acting vice-chairman under D’Olier.
Many of the same civilian directors agreed to serve in the Pacific; the military
advisers included General Anderson, Rear Adm Ralph A. Ofstie, Maj Gen Leslie
R. Groves, and Brig Gen Grandison Gardner. Some 485 individnals were on the
roster of the Pacific survey. By 3 October 1945 the survey and its detachments were
located in Tokyo and in other places throughout Japan >

In analyzing the Pacific war, the United States Strategic Bombing Survey
depended heavily upon interrogations of more than 700 Japanese government,
military, and civilian leaders. And, while many records had been destroyed, the
survey was able to secure reasonably accurate statistics on Japan’s economy and
war production. After a hard-hitting, fast-moving field investigation, D’Olier and
Nitze returned to Washington on 5 December. The key survey personnel
assembled there early in January 1946 to complete the 108 volumes of evaluation
on the Pacific war that would be published In view of the great public interest in
atomic warfare, Truman decided to receive and to release the Pacific survey's
principal reports personally and directed that the three principal reports be
coordinated with the State Department. During July 1946 Truman released the
Pacific survey’s three main reports: Surnmary Report (Pacific War), Japan’s Stmg§le
to End the War, and The Effects of Atormic Bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 4
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Wartime Air Doctrine Development Phases Down

During the rapid growth of the Army Air Forces, both the number of
Headquarters Army Air Forces functions and the number of Army Air Forces field
commands had tended to multiply. When the Army Air Forces reached its
maximum strength, General Arnold thought that many of the details of operations
that had burdened the Air Staff should be handled at appropriate field commands.
This decentralization and consolidation began on 31 August 1944 with the
combination of the Air Materiel Command and the Air Service Command into the
Air Technical Service Command, which would administer operating programs in
the fields of materiel and supply. On 1 April 1945 the Continental Air Forces was
organized to assume jurisdiction over the four domestic ajr forces and the I Troop
Cazrier Command. In another move to clear up lines of authority, the AAF Center i
was established on 1 June 1945 to exercise command over the AAF School (the f
former AAF School of Applied Tactics) and the AAF Proving Ground Command. .
The Army Air Forces Board—whose members would be the board president, the "
commander of the AAF Center, and the commanding general of the AAF Proving b
Ground Command —was authorized to report directly to General Arnold rather 1
than to the assistant chief of air staff for OC&R. The board would continue to be
responsible for the development of tactics, :techniques, doctrines, and other
military requirements of the Army Air Forces.*

For a fewmonthsit appeared that the AAF Board might achieve a status similar
to that of the Navy General Board, but the end of World War Il brought a sudden
decrease in the AAF Board’s work. It ceased publication of the Air Operations
Briefs and the board’s activities fell from a wartime high of 514 active projects,
reached on 15 March 1945, to only 230 projects in work, as of 15 September 1945,
most of which were operational suitability tests on new items of equipment that
were in the production pipelines at the war’s end.>’ In the hope that it would be
possible to record operational experience while it was still fresh, the Army Air
Forces on 7 September 1945 directed the AAF Board to prepare a field service
regulation that would incorporate all of the proven air-ground doctrine of World
War II. On 8 October the Army Air Forces further directed the board to revise
FMs 100-5 and 100~20 and then to bring all air force field manuals in the 1- series ‘
into conformity with these two basic manuals. The board completed a draft of a
combined air-ground operations manual on 14 March 1946. Representing the best
thought to come out of World War II, the manual was coordinated through the
War Department G-3 and the Army Ground Forces and was published as War
Department Field Manual 31-35, 4ir-Ground Operations, on 13 August 1946.°°
Since General Eubank was unable to obtain experienced personnel, the revision
of other manuals had to await the readjustment that followed the establishment of
the postwar air force.

Thus, World War II was doubtlessly the best reported and most thoroughly
documented conflict of all time. Because of this sheer volume of documentation,
however, few persons —military or civilian —would have the time or the incentive
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to master it. One natural result, according to the civilian scholar Bernard Brodie,
was "the divorcement of doctrine from any military expenence other than that
which has been intensely personal with its proponents.” "% Under such
circumstances, the operational experience of World War I could be cited to prove
almost any preconception. In 1946, for example, reports by ranking Army officers
such as Gen Omar N. Bradley, Gen George S. Patton, and Lt Gen Lucian K.
Truscott were offered as a ]ustlﬁcatlon of a continning reqmrcment for horse
cavalry in the postwar Army.% "Kf you will only let experience be your teacher,"
warned Maj Gen Orvil Anderson, "you can have any damn lesson you want."
Anderson believed that the lessons of the past had to be interpreted in terms of
the potentialities of the future. "Progress in the development of military science
and strategy,” he said, "is vitally dependent upon the soundness of the evaluations
of past battle experience and upon the boldness, inspiration and depth of the
projected thinking which creates the solution for the future,"s:

Examination of the Strategic Air War

"Because the last war saw the weapons of all services employed in profusion,”
wrote General Spaatz, who had commanded the US Strategic Air Forces
(USSTAF) in Europe and the US Army Strategic Air Forces in the Pacific, "one
may argue the exact degree of contribution made by strategic bombing to the final
decision." According to Spaatz, "the war against Germany was fundamentally an
infantry war supported by air power, much as the war against Japan was
fundamentally a naval war supported by air." Wntmg in 1948 an Air University
instructor noted that the "Douhet Theory did not receive a thorough test in World
War IL" The same officer also noted that the "Douhet Theory was somewhat less
than an unqualified success in World War II due to the inability of the equipment
of the times to fulfill Douhet’s expectations. "3 Bernard Brodie, on the other hand,
considered World War II to have been afair test of Douhet’s ideas. "If we disregard
the over-all vision and consider only specific assertions,” Brodie wrote, "it is clear
that in World War II Douhet was proved wrong on almost every important point
he made. . . . But it is also true that he was able to create a framework of strategic
thought which is considered by many responsible airmen to fit the atomic age
astonishingly we 64

"No useful purpose would be served now," Spaatz wrote in 1948, "by refighting
these Wars [against Germany and Japan] as the airman might have wished to fight
them."® Nevertheless, other air force officers, in their effort to establish a
conceptual basis for forward thinking, sought to draw what lessons they could from
World War IL. To Lt Gen George C. Kenney, who had commanded the Allied Air
Forces, Southwest Pacific Area, and the US Far East Air Forces, one of the major
lessons of the war against Japan was the value of air power for keeping the peace.
In November 1945 he said: "I believe that air power is this Nation’s first line of
defense and that only in air power can we find a weapon formidable enough to
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maintain the peace." In a lecture several years later, Kenney developed the same
theme:

If the value of air power i the defense had been recogmzed a few years earher our
national pohcy would not have accepted the inevitability of losing the Phtlippines at the
outbreak of a warwith Japan. Fairly strong bomber and fighter forces in the Philippines
and 1n Hawau, with the warnmng services avarlablz at that time, could have pravented
the disasters at Pearl Harbor, Bataan %%d Corregidor Itisextremely doubtful that Japan
would even have challenged us at all.

In a Senate hearing im October 1945, General Arnold emphasized that
responsibility for the defense of the United States rested upon the air force. "The
defense," he said, "has got to be an offensive mission against the source [of enemy
power]. . . . But, better still, the actual existence of these weapons of our own in
sufficient quantities and so located that a potential aggressor knows we can use
them effectively against him, will have a very deterring effect, particularly if the .
aggressor does not know the whole story and only knows part of the story 6 .
General Marshall agreed that "the future peace of the world will largely depend )
not only on the international policies of the United States but even more on our
practical ability to endow those policies with the strength to command
international respect." He insisted, however, that "national security is measured by
the sum gor rather the combination of the three great arms, the land, air, and naval
forces."

The Anglo-American military strategy for the defeat of the Axis that emerged
in 1941-42 contemplated early initiation of sustained air offensives against
Germany and later against Japan but did not accord overriding production
priorities to the air forces for undertaking these offensives. Instead, the strategic
planners posed requirements for the development of land, sea, and air forces to
accomplish a series of surface campaigns designed eventually to culminate in
invasions of the German and Japanese homelands. According to Brig Gen George
A. Lincoln, chief of the War Department General Staff Plans and Policy Group,
the Anglo-American political objectives required for the guidance of military
planning were available in the form of the Atlantic Charter—the master US ‘
lend-lease agreement, which pledged recipients to encourage freer postwar
trade—and in the United Nations declaration of 1 January 1942, which pledged
that the Allies would work for a postwar world political orgamzatlon But General
Lincoln noted that these pohttcal objectives were stated in such broad language
that they give little precise guidance to military strategy % Lt Gen Albert C.
chemeyer recalled that aa military planner ke was "vague about the national
aims of our own country."™® One result of the broad political guidance was General
Hansell’s recollection that American military planuners eventually tended to ignore
the fact that the war should be fought "from the standpoint of continuing
mternational relations to which the war was an unhappy interlude." As Hansell
recalled, "My military bosses and my associates and I were consumed with one
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overpowering purpose: How to win the war with assurance and fewest American
casualties. We had little concern for what happened afterward.” 7

In the early months of 1942 the Allies were on the defensive, but at Casablanca
in January 1943 the Anglo-American heads of state and combined military staffs
undertook to define their war aims and to visualize offensive operations against
Germany, On 7 January, prior to leaving Washington for the conference, President
Roosevelt met with the Joint Chiefs and told them that he intended to secure an
agreement that the Allies would not end the war until they had attained the
unconditional surrender of the Axis nations, No military staff work had been done
on unconditional surrender and Roosevelt did not invite military discussion of the
matter. To Roosevelt the statement of unconditional surrender as the Allies’ war
aim simplified the political complexities of the alliance’s diplomacy. "We have the
British, de Gaulle, the Russians, and several other elements," he would explain in
private, "all of whose war aims are totally divergent. If we, the United States, now
state our war aims we will split asunder the allied war effort which will result in
squabbling over the particular interests."”

The unconditional surrender formula was useful in rallying popular support and
effecting cohesion in the Grand Alliance, Moreover, it could be attained bymilitary
operations. American military planners, nevertheless, viewed it as an unfortunate
war aim that would make the people of Germany and Japan resist to the bitter end.
At Casablanca as assistants to Generals Marshall and Arnold, Wedemeyer (then
a brigadier general) and Col Jacob E. Smart insisted that the Allies should direct
their war aims against the Axis governments and not their people. These objections
not withstanding, the Allies announced the objective of unconditional surrender
on23 January 1943. Viewed after the fact, the objective of unconditional surrender
not only prolonged the resistance of Germany and Japan, but, in the case of
Germany, resulted in a complete military and political disintegration that opened
central Europe to the entry of Soviet Russia; Japan, meanwhile, would refuse to
surrender until the unconditional surrender formula had been relaxed.” "During
World War II," General Lincoln observed in 1947, "we had driven home to us the
accepted principle that military power and military policy are related to political
policy, and that these two policies must be closely integrated. We realize very
clearly what this inextricable relationship between political and military policies
means, that our military policies and actions are based on mtematlonal political
policies and that these two policies must be closely mtegrated w7

Thoughts on Air Qrganization for War

"Had the revolutionary potentialities of the strategic air offensive been fully
grasped,” General Spaatz concluded, "some of the fateful political concessions
made to hold the Russiansin the Euro?ean war and to draw them into the Japanese
war might never have been made.*™ Because the Allied strategy was directed
toward unconditional surrender, the Casablanca conferees logically laid out a
strategic air campaign against Germany in terms of the eventual physical capture
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of that nation by surface forces. On 21 January 1943 the Casablanca combined
bomber directive stated that the ultimate objective of the air campaign was to be
"the progressive destruction and dislocation of the German military, industrial and
economic system, and the undermining of the morale of the German people foa
point where their capacity for armed resistance is fatally weakened." Addressed to
"the appropriate British and United States Air Force commanders,” the
Casablanca directive established no definite command authority for the combined
bomber offensive; the directive implied that the Axmy Air Forces would conduct
daylight attacks and that the RAF Bomber Command would continue its night
attacks against area targets. The function of the strategic bomber offensive would
be to soften the enemy nation preparatory to surface invasion. "The air weapon
system,” General Kuter would Iater comment, "was assigned a supgorting role to
facilitate the implementation of this conventional surface strategy."’®

Where General Arnold advocated establishing an overall air command for
Europe and Africa in December 1942, the Casablanca conference charged Sir
Charles Portal, chief of air staff, RAF, with the strategical direction of British and
American bomber operations from the United Kingdom, This responsibility did
not include decisions on matters of tactics or tcchniques. Instead, those two areas
remained the provinces of Lt Gen Ira C. Eaker, commander of the US Eighth Aifr
Force, and Sir Arthur Harris, commander of the RAF Bomber Command, And
the command of Allied air power in the African and European theaters remained
divided throughout the war. In view of the impending Overlord ground invasion of
Europe, the Allied Expeditionary Air Force was established on 17 November 1943
under the command of Air Marshal Sir Trafford Leigh-Mallory. ¥t was given
operational control over the RAF Tactical Air Force, the Air Defence of Great
Britain, and the US Ninth Air Force. But at this same time, the US Joint Chiefs of
Staff proposed to establish a strategic air commander in the United Kingdom to
control the operations of the Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces, the latter being
based in Italy. The British chiefs of staff did not favor the plan; nevertheless, it was
effected on 1 Janvary 1944 when General Spaatz assumed command of the US
Strategic Air Forces (USSTAF) in Enrope. Since the RAF Bomber Command
remained outside this framework, Sir Charles Portal continued to be the
coordinating agent of the Combined Chiefs of Staff for strategic bombing until 14
April 1944 when USSTAF passed to the control of Gen Dwight D. Eisenhower as
commander, Allied Expeditionary Forces. Following completion of Overlord, the
combined chiefs reassumed control of the strategic bomber forces on 14
September 19447

Maj Gen Orvil Anderson, who served as chairman, Combined Operational
Planning Committee, England, from June 1943 to January 1944 and as assistant
chief of staff for operations of the VIII Bomber Command from January to June
1944, was critical of the division of fighting air and exploitation air represented in
the command arrangements for air power. Anderson thought that all air power
should have been concentrated for coordinated attacks against Germany until the
strategic air campaign had been successfully completed; after that point, he
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continued, all air power could have been used to support exploitative surface
operations. The Eighth Air Force had 15 fighter groups and the Ninth Air Force
18 fighter groups by the time of the Overlord invasion, When the Ninth Air Force
established itself in Great Britain on 16 Qctober 1943, it took control of those
fighter groups designated for it which had arrived in Great Britain. This was said
to be necessary in order that the groups might receive fighter-bombet training, but
the Eighth Air Force was actively in combat and retained the right to request fighter
support from the Ninth Air Force. Anderson recollected that this decentralized
command structure often made it difficult to coordinate requirements for fighter
support. When he was asked about Anderson’s statements on command
arrangements, General Spaatz held a different viewpoint: "There was no difficulty
in using Ninth Air Force fighters when we needed them," he said. "If we had a
mission we could always get them,"”

While the combined bomber offensive against Germany was designed to

prepare the way for a surface invasion of the Continent, the buildup of
Anglo-American bomber forces was relatively slow; in the end the major weight
of the strategic bombing attack followed rather than preceded the invasion of
Europe. Weak at the war’s beginning, the RAF Bomber Command did not begin
strategic bombing attacks against Germany until May 1940, After a slow buildup
the US Eighth Air Force conducted its first daylight bombing mission from bases
in the United Kingdom on 17 August 1942, but much of the strength of this small
air force was soon drained away to support the Allied land campaign in North
Africa. In January 1943 the Army Air Forces had only 12 heavy bombardment
groups deployed in theaters against Germany. The maximum strength of 62 heavy
bomber groups was not attained against Germany until May 1944, less than amonth
before the invasion of Normandy on 6 June 1944, The total of the first-line B-17s
and B-24s deployed against German any increased from 413 in Jannary 1943 to a
maximum of 5,072 in March 1945.”° The RAF Bomber Command’s strength
increased from a miscellany of 515 light, medinm, and heavy bombers in ¥ anuarg
1943 to a total of 1,069 Halifax, Lancaster, and Mosquito bombers in April 1945.
Of the total 2,770,540 tons of bombs dropped by AAF and RAF aircraft agalnst
Germany, only 17 percent fell prior to 1 January 1944 and only 28 percent prior to
1July 19448 By mid-1944 the limited strategic air campalgn had fatally weakened
Germany’s capacity to counter the Allied ground invasion, but the maximum
military benefits did not accrue to the invading forces because the greatest weight
ofthe strategic air attack had not yet been felt by the German people or the German
mulitary forces. ™

Battling for Air Superiority

One of the basic premises of Army A Forces doctrine was that its heavy
bomber aircraft, flown in massed and self-deferding formations, could successtully
penetrate enemy defenses and perform precision-bombing attacks in daylight
hours. In confidential talks with General Arnold in December 1941, moreover, Air
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Marshal Portal had asserted that British bases were going to be saturated with
aircraft. Hence the Army Air Forces ought to concentrate on moving bombers to
Britain and delay the deployment of fighters there until they were needed to
support a ground invasion of Europe®® Arnold and Portal decided to limit the
deployment of US fighters to the United Kingdom to the few groups required for
local air defense. AAF programs, nevertheles s, gave a reasonable priority to
activating and training the fighter groups that would be needed to provide a canopy
for the invasion of Europe even though early Eighth Air Force bomber attacks,
albeit relatively shallow, seemed to indicate that the bombers could defend
themselves.

The Casablanca directive nominated the German aircraft industry for
destruction and directed the Eighth Air Force "to impose heavy losses on the
German day fighter force and to contain German fighter strength away from the
Russian and Mediterranean theaters of war," but it made no requirement for
establishing air superiority over Germany During the first half of 1943, General
Eaker used Eighth Air Force P-47s and RAF fighters to help the heavy bombers .
penetrate the German fighter belt inward from the channel coast. Nevertheless, he
remained convinced that his main requirement was for larger bomber forces that
would permit the planes to fly more effective defensive formations and additional
deception missions. But opposition began to build against Eaker’s position. As
early as 23 March 1943, Eaker’s own plans section argued that "our primary
objective should be the German Fighter Force in the air, on the ground, and the
industry which supports it. . . . A sufficient depletion of the German Fighter Force
is the one essential preliminary to our imposing our will by the use of air power on
any portion of the German war effort which may be subsequently selected, be it
submarines, oil, transportation or morale.” Back in the United States, following the
old Air Corps Board’s idea for the development of a "bomber-destroyer™ aircraft,
the AAF Board tested several YB-40s—heavily armed B-17s designed to provide
tremendously augmented firepower to a bomber formation. A similar modification
of the B-24, called the YB-41, also was tested at Eglin Field. These experiments
indicated methods of increasing the armament on basic B-17s and B-24s, However,
when the YB-40s were employed in combat in May 1943, they were too heavy to .
stay in formation with B-17s and the whole concept proved impracticable.2

Alarmed by the increasing success of Luftwaffe fighters (which were not armed
with cannon and could ontrange the bombers’ defensive fire), the Combined Chiefs
of Staff, in June 1943, directed that the "first priority in the operation of British and
American bombers based in the United Kingdom shall be accorded fo the attack
of German fighter forces and the industry upon which they depend.” On 28 June,
Arnold gave the Army Air Forces six months to provide some escort aircraft that
could accompany bombers to targets deep within Germany, but the heavy losses
suffered by Eighth Air Force bombers on the long-range missions to Schweinfurt
and Regensburg on 17 Augnst and on the repeat attack on Schweinfurt on 14
October gave warning that escort planes would be required well before 1 January
1944, In Washington, Kuter pointed out to Arnold that the invasions of
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Europe— Overlord on the Normandy coast and Anvil in southern France
(tentatively set for May or June 1944) —might not be possible unless immediate
efforts were made to establish air superiority,

In the United Kingdom, General Eaker was under pressure to abandon daylight
bombing and convert to night attacks. However, he believed that a climax was
approaching in the air war, and he asked Arnold to send him every available fighter,
thus abandoning the idea of unescorted bombers, Eaker also asked the AAFBoard
to study his problem and recommend solutions. In December 1943 the AAF Board
recommended that immediate efforts be made to provide pressurized, droppable
fuel tanks to extend the range of P-51 Mustang and P-38 Lightning aircraft, The
North American Aviation Company had developed the P-51 on its own initiative.
The British had purchased some Mustangs, while the Army Air Forces had bought
some for use as A-36 dive-bombers. But even though other agencies had liked the
P-51 before this, not until the AAF Board focused its attention on the Mustang,
was it developed and procured in quantity as a high-performance, long-range
fighter that would accompany bombers to any target in Germany.®® Meanwhile, on
1 January 1944, General Spaatz was given command of both the Eighth Air Force
and the Fifteenth Air Force, And between October 1943 and February 1944 the
number of heavybombardment groups operating against Germany increased from
26 to 48. Thus, the strategic air forces gained in numbers at the same time that they
got P-47 and P-51 fighters for escort and the command structure became more
open to fighter protection,

"Itis a conceded fact," General Arnold told the commanders of the Eighth and
Fifteenth Air Forces on 27 December 1943, "that Overlord and Anvil will not be
possible unless the German Air Force is destroyed. Therefore, my personal
message to you — thisis a MUST —is to, ‘Destroy the Enetny Air Force wherever you
find them, in the air, on the ground and in the factories.” On 13 February 1944, the
Combined Chiefs of Staffissued a new directive for the combined bomber offensive
that ordered: "The progressive destruction and dislocation of the German military,
industrial and economic systems, the disruption of vital elements of lines of
communication and the material reduction of German air combat strength, by the
successgfgul prosecution of the combined bomber offensive from all convenient
bases."

Because, on given days, the vagaries of weather closed some strategic targets
while leaving others open, both the US Strategic Air Forces (USSTAF), Europe,
and the RAF Bomber Command found it difficult to give overriding priority to
sustained aftacks against any one category of targets, However, taking advantage
of a short period of good flying weather beginning on 20 February 1944, USSTAF
directed six extremely heavy bombardment attacks at German fighter aircraft
production plants, and the RAF Bomber Comand flew night attacks against area
targets related to aircraft production. Benefiting from fighter support flown by the
Eighth, Ninth, and Fifteenth Air Forces and the RAF Fighter Command, the
USSTAF bombers incurred a lower percentage of losses in daytime operations
than did the RAF Bomber Command. The Big Week broke the back of the
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Luftwaffe fighter force and in effect established Allied air superiority over
Germany.,

As a result of the experience, the usnal interpretation was going to be that
bombers required fighter escort to operate safely and effectively. Brig Gen Crvil
Anderson, however, would point out that attaining Allied air superiority over
Europe was in no small part attributable to mistakes made by Hermann Goering,
For one thing, the German fighters never attempted significant morning attacks
over Great Britain when the American bombers were taking off and laboriously
forming up for missions and would have been most vulnerable. For another, the
German fighters could have met the P-47s and P-51s near the channel coast and
forced them to drop their wing tanks, thus making it impossible for the Americans
to continue their missions. Instead, the German fighters preferred to meet the
American formations deep within Germany, vsually over the bomber target, In
Anderson’s opinion, Goering made his greatest mistake at the end of December
1043 when he ordered his fighter pilots to avoid Allied fighters and concentrate .
their attack on the bombers, This order ignored the basic fact of air fighting that .
when aircraft of roughly equal performance meet, the one that seeks to avoid
combat is automatically at an almost certainly fatal disadvantage. After some
argument, Anderson was able to persuade Maj Gen James H. Doolittle to issue
orders on 4 January for the Eighth Air Force fighters to take the offensive—"to
pursue the Hun until he was destroyed"—rather than to continue to provide
position defense tofriendlybombers. Goering’s mistake and the Eighth Air Force’s
quick recogﬁtion of his error helped assure the attainment of Allied air
superiority.

A close reading of Air Force correspondence of the Schweinfurt-Regensburg
time period reveals a confidence that although strategic bombers, employed in
force, could perform their missions over Germany even without air superiority,
most planners and commanders acknowledged that an early attainment of Allied
control of the air was necessary if the surface invasions of Europe were to succeed.
The United States Strategic Bombing Survey reached the opposite conclusion,
however, stating that the establishment of Allied domination of the air over Europe
had proven esseatial o the strategic bombing campaign. Without domination of .
the air, the bombing survey reported, "attacks on the basic economy of the enemy
could not have been delivered in sufficient force and with sufficient freedom to
bring effective and lasting results.”? In describing the Schweinfurt-Regensburg
losses, the official Air Force history of World War II likewise concluded: "The fact
was that the Eighth Air Force had for the time being Jost air superiority over
Germany. And it was obvious that superiority could not be regained until sufficient
long-range escort became available.”* When questioned in October 1949 about
the validity of this statement and about the history’s general conclusion that the
Eighth Air Force had sustained unacceptable losses late in 1943, Gen Hoyt S.
Vandenberg pointed out that bombers had been able to get through to their targets
in spite of strong enemy defenses. "No bombing mission set in motion by the Army
Air Forces in World War I1," Vandenberg pointed out, "was ever stopped short of
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its target by enemy opposition." He further explained that the question of
acceptable or unacceptable losses to a bomber force depended upon "the
destructive effect of bomber weapons and the value of the strategic targe %

Effect of Flak and Fighters

Army Air Force doctrine in the 1930s had displayed little concern for the effect
that hostile antiaircraft artillery fire might have on strategic bomber missions,
Ground fire had not been effe ctive against aircraft in World War I or in the Spanish
Civil War. When American heavy bombers began to make daylight strikes against
enemy targets in France in the autumn of 1942, however, it suddenly appeared that
hostile flak might be more of an obstacle to the bomber mission than enemy
: fighters, When Col Curtis E. LeMay was en route to England with the 305th

Bombardment Group in October, he and his key officers happened to be in
Prestwick at the same time as Col Frank A. Armstrong, Jr., who was heading back
. to Washington. Armstrong had led the first daylight bomber mission to
Sotteville-Rouen on 17 August, had flown two additional missions, and was as
much of an expert as the fledgling airmen had ever seen. Armstrong told LeMay
and his staff that a heavy bomber crew would not be able to survive over a
gun-defended target if it maintained a straight course for more than 10 seconds.
"This," LeMay recalled, "was pretty discouraging information." Even good
peacetime bombardiers could hardly hit a target precisely with such a short ran.
LeMay knew that his crews would need to fly a straight-in bomb run in order to
get enough aiming time, but the question was whether they could survive with such
tactics. Using an old ROTC manual on the French 75-millimeter field artillery gun,
LeMay worked out a fire problem on the number of rounds that a gun crew would
require to hit a target the size of a B-17, sitting still on a hillside at a distance of
25,000 feet. He computed that the gun crew would have to fire 372 rounds. These
looked like good odds, and LeMay convinced his group that it would go straight
in and make its attack without evasive action. Over Saint-Nazaire on 23 November
1942, with LeMay leading, the 305th encountered intense flak that damaged 6 of
. the 16 B-17s on the mission (including LeMay’s lead plane), but no planes were
lost and the target was well covered with bombs. "We never did take any evasive
action from then on," LeMaB' recalled, "and within three weeks no one else was
taking evasive action either." 4
Operating over France and Germany, American heavy bombers and other
aircraft met exceedingly strong antiaircraft artillery defenses. From the start of the
war Germany had given flak equipment an equal production priority with aircraft,
and in December 1944 she gave it an even higher priority. By the end of 1944,
German flak defenses included 16,000 heavy guns, 50,000 light and mobile guns,
7,500 searchlights, and 1,500 barrage balloons; more than 1,000,000 men manned
these defenses. Important targets were defended all around by emplacements of
heavy guns—the principal gun being the 88-millimeter piece that could fire 20
rounds per minute. The great Rubr defenses were capable of hurling 200 tons of
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metal and explosives into the air every minute; the Cologne defenses, 80 tons; and
the Berlin defenses, 70 tons. The German ﬂak defenses , firing for one minute, could
have put 5,000 tons of shells into the sky Within the Ninth Air Force, flak
evalnation mte]hgence and counterflak tactics helped tactical aircraft maintain the
element of surprise that they needed to survive fire from very mobile and always
moving light antiaircraft guns ® The Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces also used
flak intelligence in the planning of their missions. However, in view of the
circumjacent defenses at most strategic targets, about the best that could be said
was that a mission approaching a hypothetical target from the north might be
expected to draw 372 rounds, while one from the east would receive 374. In the Iast
months of the war, some bombs would be directed at flak emplacements for flak
suppression purposes. But, for the most part, strategic bomber mission planners
usually ignored flak and picked target approaches for some other tactical reason
such as a course that would have a good initial point or that would keep the sun at
the backs of the bombardiers, The best tactic against heavy flak was to get as many
bombers over a strategic target as quickly as possﬂ:&e to saturate the defense.”’ .

In the early years of the war in the European theater, hostile flak and fighters
worked together effectively; many of the bombers shot down by the Luftwaffe were
first crippled by flak and forced to straggle. When the back of the German air force
was broken early in 1944, antiaircraft artillery became the major combat risk for
the Allied bomber units. In the European theater from August 1942 through May
1945, the Army Air Forces lost 4,274 aircraft in aix-to-air combat (2,452 heavy
bombers, 131 medinm and light bombers, and 1,691 fighters) and 5,380 aircraft to
hostile antigircraft fire (2,439 heavy bombers, 492 medium and light bombers, and
2,449 fighters). Figured in terms of total American combat sorties flown in the
European theater (274,921 by heavy bombers, 96,523 by light and medium
bombers, and 527,314 by fighters), the loss rate was less than 2 percent even against
the most effective antiaircraft defenses. Despite this evidence to the contrary,
Army wargamers, testing modern methods of watgaming shortly after the war
ended, played the B-17s and B-24s against the German fighter and 88-millimeter
gun defenses of World War I and concluded that the heavy bombers could not
live in such an environment. When told of these conclusions, General LeMay .
responded: "Experience, I think, is more important than some of the assumptions
you make."

Problems of Strategic Air Targets

The Anglo-American strategic air campaign against Germany marked the first
significant effort to do something drastic to an enemy other than to defeat his
combat forces. In this pioneer effort, planners sought to describe air target systems
whose destruction would accomplish desired objectives. One of the major
problems facing these planners was a Iack of basic information about German
industry when the war began. As strategic bombing commenced, German
industries were dispersed, adding to the complexity of identifying targets.
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Moreover, since Hitler did not order full-scale German mobilization for war until
1942, the German economy had a cushion of capability that could be employed to
expand productlon in 1943-44.%

Thinking in terms of a survey of the vulnerability of US industry to strategic air
attack that had been made at the Air Corps Tactical School in the early 1930s, the
air officers who drew up AWPD-1 recommended strategic air attacks against
Germany'’s electric power, transportation, oil, and petroleum capacities as well as
against civilian morale. AWPD-42 specified the order of priority of air targets as
being: aircraft and aircraft engine factories, submarine building yards,
transportation facilities, electric power plants, oil refineries, aluminum
manufacturing plants, and rubber plants. The major difference between the two
target lists was that AWPD-1 assumed that an air offensive might eliminate the
necessity for a subsequent ground invasion, whereas AWPD-42 looked toward the
establishment of an air ascendancy necessary to subsequent surface operations.
The strategic targets suggested in AWPD-1 much more closely approximated the

. findings of the United States Strategic Bombing Survey as to what the optimum
target system for the destruction of Germany’s industrial life would have been than
did either AWPD-42 or the attack program that, under orders from higher
authority, was actually implemented.

Under directives from the Combined Chiefs of Staff, the Eighth Air Force was
required to direct much of its effort against other targets. But these attacks
generally failed to weaken the German war effort. Because of heavy Allied ship
losses in the battle of the Atlantic, the Casablanca directive of January 1943
required the strategic bombers to give first priority to attacks against German
submarine bases and construction yards. Although tons of bombs were dropped
on the heavily fortified submarine pens, those bombing raids did little to diminish
the German submarine offensive. The ultimate solution for the German submarine
menace, after May 1943, proved to be their detection and destruction at sea.l®

Lacking sufficient force to destroy decisive target systems, General Eaker
attempted to discover a "long-chance objective" whose destruction would produce
results greatly out of proportion to the effort involved. In Washington on 8 March

. 1943, General Arnold’s Committee of Operations Analysts recommended that the
destruction of three ball-bearing plants at Schweinfurt would eliminate 43 percent
of a most essential ingredient to the Axis war effort. The committee concluded that
"on the basis of American experience, as well as in the opion of responsible
authorities in the United Kingdom, ball bearings represent a potentlal bottleneck
in German industry, particularly in the manufacture of war material, 1 Although
about 12,000 tons of bombs were dropped on the ball-bearing plants in a series of
attacks over several months beginning on 17 August 1943, the United States
Strategic Bombing Survey later found that "the attacks on the ball-bearing industry
had [no] measurable effect on essential war production.“102

By the organization of USSTAF in January 1944, General Spaatz had a growing
capability to destroy selected strategic targets in Germany. In the months that
followed the Big Week, however, USSTAT strategic bombing capabilities were
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diverted to attacks against German V-weapon sites and to missions in direct or
general support of Allied ground troops in Europe. Even though Spaatz was
permitted to begin attacks against Germany’s oil resources on 12 May 1944, a
massive, sustained air campaign against strategic air targets in Germany did not
begin until after D-day, when Allied ground troops were safely ashore on the
Normandy coast. The intensive strategic air campaign undertaken in September
1944 against Germany’s transportation was described by the United States
Strategic Bombing Survey as "the decisive blow that completely disorganized the
German economy.” Contrary to the intention of early AAF planners, the German
electric power system was never a principal target. "Had electric generating plants
and substations been made primary targets . . .," the United States Strategic
Bombing Survey stated, "the evidence indicates that their destruction would have
had serious effects on Germany’s war production." In addition, by December 1944,
German reserves of fuel had become insufficient for sustaining effective military
operations. Under the full force of strategic bomber attack and with war
requirements multiplying more swiftly than production could handle, the economic .
life of Germany virtually collapsed as 1944 drew to a close. "The German
experience," stated the United States Strategic Bombing Survey, "suggests that
even a first-class military power—rugged and resilient as Germany was— cannot
live long under full-scale and free exploitation of air weapons over the heart of its
territory."%

Early Strategic Bombing in the Pacific-Far East

In the Pacific, the pattern of Allied operations and commitment of forces was
different from that employed in Europe, but the strategy relative to the
employment of air power was essentially the same. Because of Japanese expansion
in the first year of the war, Air Force planners recognized that even the very long
range B-29s would be unable to reach the Japanese homeland until the enemy’s
perimeter had been reduced. "Our armed forces in the Far Eastern Theater," stated
AWPD-42, "are not within effective striking distance of the vital sources of
Japanese military policy. . . . Hence from the standpoint of air requirements, the .
Far Eastern operations may be divided info two phases: (1)} Air operations in
support of our land and sea forces to regain bases within striking distance of Japan,
... (2) Air operations against Japan proper to destroy her war making capacity,"
During 1942, defensive battles at the Coral Sea and Midway contained Japan's
efforts to extend her perimeter, and limited American offensives in the Solomon
Islands and eastern New Guinea added security to Allied bases. The Allied
leadership was presented with competing strategies to bring Japan within reach.
In Washington early in 1943, the Joint Strategic Survey Committee favored a drive
supported by carrier-based aircraft across the Central Pacific to the China coast,
where air bases could be established to permit an extended air campaign against
Japan, Meanwhile, in the Southwest Pacific area, Gen Douglas MacA rthur urged
an advance along the New Guinea-Philippines axis to the China coast. At the
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Quadrant conference 1 Quebec in August 1943, the Combined Chiefs of Staff
authorized limited operations along both lines of advance. Between the Quadrant
and the Sextant conference, which was held in Cairo m November-December 1943,
the Joint Staff planners in Washington debated two controversial ideas at length
and with some heat.!

Easiest to resolve of the two controversies was the concept of operations set
forth in a Joint War Plans Committee overall plan for the defeat of Japan. The
initial draft of the plan included a statement to the effect that the campaigns in
Europe had demonstrated clearly that air forces by themselves were incapable of
decisive action; hence, an invasion and conquest of the Japanese home island
wonld be necessary to conclude the war. When he returned from Europe tobecome
chief of the Combined and Joint Staff Division of AAF Plans in November 1943,
General Hansell tried to get this basic thought in the concept paper eliminated but
managed only to get it modified materially. The plans division under Hansell was
willing to admit that air power in Europe had not demonstrated thus far that it

. could of itself bring a powerful modern nation to defeat. However, the
circumstances in the island nation of Japan were quite different from those in
Europe, and no one had proved that such an achievement could not be attained in
the Japanese case. Whether or not Japan could be brought to surrender by air
attack, Japanese resistance would have to be drastically reduced through a
sustained bombing effort if an invasion of the Japanese homeland was to be
feasible. Thus, a first priority would have to be given to the development and
employment of air forces to conduct a sustained offensive against the Japanese
homeland, 1%

The second part of the planning controversy had to do with the prospective
employment of the new B-29 Superfortress bombers that had been bought from
blueprints and would be service-tested in combat beginning in 1944, With General
MacArthur’s support, Lt Gen George C. Kenney wanted to station the B-29s at
Darwin, Australia, and employ them. against strategic targets in the Netherlands
East Indies. But General Arnold was determined that the B-29 force would be used
apainst targets in or adjacent to the Japanese home islands. In March 1943

. AAF/ACS Plans had begun to study a project for using B-29s against Japan from
bases in south-central China, Arnold also had asked the Committee of Operations
Analysts to analyze potential strategic targets in Japan. The Sextant conference
approved this planning in December 1943, agreeing that the Matterhorn project
would include the construction of bases near Calcutta, India, and at Chengtu,
China, for the USAAF XX Bomber Command and two wings of B-29s. The
Committee of Operations Analysts recommended that merchant shipping, steel
production, urban industrial areas, aircraft plants, the antifriction bearing industry,
and the electronics industry as preferred targets for the B-29s The committee
believed that these B-29 missions could immobilize Japan’s steel production by
destroying a few coke plants in Manchuria and Japan. It also pointed out that
Japan’s urban industrial areas were few, concentrated, and very vulnerable to
incendiary attack 1%
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Because of logistical problems the XX Bomber Command would be able to
operate only a few B-29 groups from bases in isolated south-central China. From
Chengtn, moreover, the B-29s would not have enough range to reach Tokyo and
other industrial targets on Honshu. Hence, AAF planners favored the Mariana
Islands as potential bases for B-29s but had no real information as to the number
of bases that could be built in these islands, which were held by the Japanese. Bases
were accordingly constructed in the Aleutians at Adak and Shemya to
accommodate four B-29 groups; an existing airfield on Ceylon was enlarged to
permit B-29 staging for attacks against the oil fields in the Netherlands East Indies;
and consideration was given to eventually establishing a B-29 command in the
Philippines. At the Sextant conference in Cairo, however, Arnold urged that B-29
operations ought to be begun from China in May 1944 and from the Marianas
before the end of that year. Once again the Combined Chiefs of Staff authorized
continued advances through the Central and Southwest Pacific without definitely
accepting either line of attack as being better than the other, During February 1944
the Pacific strategy was more fully debated in Washington by representatives of .
General MacArthur and Adm Chester W. Nimitz, commander in chief of the
Pacific Fleet and Pacific Ocean areas. General Hansell, siding with Nimitz's
representative, presented the AAF concept of the Pacific war, which stressed the
importance of the Marianas fo the bomber offensive against Japan proper to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on 15 February. After hearing all parties, the Joint Chiefs on
12 March 1944 ordered Admiral Nimitz’s Pacific forces to invade the Marianas
beginning on 15 June 1944. Since a new XXI Bomber Command would be based
in the Marianas, the Joint Chiefs limited the size of the XX Bomber Command to
a single wing of four B-29 groups.107

Only after the European hostilities had ended, would British air forces be
available for use in the Pacific. Moreover, in the Pacific, the B-29s would be based
in several different theaters of operations. Arnold later recalled that a visit to the
Pacificin auturmn 1942 had made him realize that he would have to retain command
of the very long range B-29s: "There was nothing else I could do," he remarked,
"with no unity of command in the Pacific."%® If the B-29 forces had been assigned
to the European theater of operations, they doubtless would have been under the .
general direction of the Combined Chicfs of Staff and would have been organized
in a strategic air force similar to that used to control the heavy bomber strategic
forces. The conduct of a strategic air war against Japan, however, posed different
command problems.

In the first thinking about Matterhorn, the AAF staff favored establishing a
strategic air force headquarters in Washington similar in concept to the old GHQ
Air Force, which would be directly responsible through Arnold to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. When the Joint Chiefs accepted this concept, the US Twenticth Air Force
was activated on4 April 1944. Arnold assumed personal command as the executive
agent of the Joint Chiefs, Hansell was designated chief of staff, and members of
the Air Staff did double duty as the staff of the Twentieth Air Force. Commands
of the theaters in which the Twentieth Air Force’s XX and XXI Bomber
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Commands were based were directed to coordinate B-29 operations with other air
operations in their theaters, to construct and defend B-29 bases, and to provide
logistical support and common administrative control of the B-29 forces, Should
strategic or tactical emergencies arise requiring the use of the B-29 forces for
purposes other than the missions assigned to them by the Joint Chiefs, the theater
commanders were authorized to use the B-29 forces upon immediately informing
the Joint Chiefs of such action. As will be seen, the B-29 command organization
would be revised again in 1945. Several years later an Air Force officer described
the wartime creation of the Twentieth Air Force as "one of the most important
events in United States Air Force history. ¥ that had not occurred,” he thought,
"we might still be parcelling out our big punch in penny packets to numerous
theater and lower commands.”

In spite of this improved command structure, the early operations of the
Twentieth Air Force’s XX Bomber Command were similar to the early indecisive
results of the Eighth Air Force in Furope. What made these results even more

. disappointing was the fact that the Japanese army and navy air forces had already
been reduced to low effectiveness by carlier theater air battles. Like the fledgling
Eighth Air Force, the XX Bomber Command was a piecemeal commitment of too
little capability to perform effective strategic air attacks. Once again, the available
force was employed against long-chance objectives. Called upon to operate the
new B-29 plancs on very long range missions against priorityiron and steel targets
in Japan and Manchuria, the XX Bomber Command faced the additional problem
of providing logistical support across the Himalayas to the forward operating bases
at Chengtu. In final analysis, only about 14 percent of the command’s capability
could be employed against the enemy, the remaining 86 percent being absorbed
by the use of B-20s as tankers to haul fuel from India into China. At the start of its
operations on 15 June 1944 the XX Bomber Command sent 47 B-29s to attack the
Yawata iron and steel works on Kyushu. By January 1945, the command had
dropped about 800 tons of bombs on targets in the Japanese home islands, but the
raids were of insufficient weight and accuracy to produce significant results.
Several daylight precision attacks were flown against coke ovens in Anshan,

. Manchuria, but these attacks were later determined to have had little strategic
significance since Japanese iron and steel production already had been severely
curtailed because of aloss of shipping needed to transport raw materials.!!

In an effort to get results from the XX Bomber Command, Arnold put General
LeMay in command on 29 August 1944, In the months that followed, LeMay
substantially improved the operating record of the B-29s. But there was little that
he could do to increase the effectiveness of attacks against Japanese targets that
were too far distant from the Chengtu bases. In the autumn 0£1944, the XX Bomber
Command was used to attack targets on Formosa, in Burma, at Singapore, and in
the Netherlands East Indies. In January 1945, LeMay was transferred to the
Marianas; in the following months the XX Bomber Command also moved to
Pacific bases. Looking backward at the XX Bomber Command’s experience, Brig
Gen John B. Montgomery, who had been the deputy chief of staff for operations
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of the XXI Bomber Command, concluded that the piecemeal employment of the
B-29s had proved a psychological boost for China’s sagging morale, but from a
military standpoint he suggested that the B-29 effort flown from China and India
might just as well have been saved until facilities were ready to permit the B-29s to
be marshaled and employed as an effective striking force. "Had we done that,"
Montgomery thought, *we would have saved airplanes and crews . . . and I think
the war would have been over at about the same time."

Strategic Air against Japan

Only three days after Admiral Nimitz’s forces invaded the Marianas on 15 June
1944, construction of a B-29 base, named Isley Field, began on Saipan. When
General Hansell, who had taken command of the XXI Bomber Command, landed
the first B-29 at Isley on 12 October, however, he found that only a single unpaved
airstrip had been built. In the Marianas, the B-29 command found it difficult to
obtain adequate logistical support from a theater command that was primarily .
intent on building a fleet base and other facilities to support continuing surface
operations.''? Me anwhile, back in Washington, Twenticth Air Force target
planners were making a new appreciation of the strategic vulnerability of Japan to
air attacks that could be flown by the XXI Bomber Command. During the summer
the target planners lost their enthusiasm for Japanese iron and steel targets in favor
of attacks apainst Japan’s aircraft plants. At Arnold’s request, the Committee of
Operations Analysts submitted a fresh estimate of Japan’s strategic vulnerability
based on the separate assumptions that Japan might either be defeated by an air
and sea blockade or by those means plus a surface invasion.

On the first premise, the committse recommended a general air campaign
against shipping including extensive aerial mining operations, an attack against the
aircraft industry, and saturation bombing of six urban industrial areas. In the event
of a surface invasion, the committee recommended priority attacks against the
aircraft industry, with an effort also against industrial targets and intensification of
the antishipping campaign, In the European theater, AAF commanders had not
favored the areabombing attacks that were flown against cities by the RAF Bomber O
Command. Inits earliest analyses of Japan, however, the Committee of Operations
Analysts had brought out the fact that Japan®s cities were highly flammable and
that a substantial part of Japan’s war production was done in small factories
dispersed throughout urban areas. On 24 April 1944 General Kuter had called the
Twentieth Air Force’s attention to incendiary tests against simulated Japanese city
targets that were being conducted at Eglin Field. The AAF Board soon completed
two reports recommending the proper admixture of incendiaries and
fragmentation bombs and the tactics and techniques of B-29 incendiary missions
that might prove most effective against Japan’s cities. 1

Although it accepted the report of the Committee of Operations Analysts, the
Joint Target Group of the Joint Chiefs of Staff discounted the possibility that the
Japanese war might be ended by any means short of surface invasion; hence, the
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group recommended that an emphatic priority be given to the destruction of
Japan’s air power and that urban attacks and mining operations be delayed. Acting
for the Joint Chiefs, the Twentieth Air Force accordingly directed the XXIBomber
Command to attack Japan’s major aircraft plants. Following delays caused by
weather, the XXI Bomber Command sent its first bombing mission on a high-level
attack against Tokyo’s Nakajima aircraft plant on 24 November 1944. Against the
high-flying B-29s, Japanese fighter interceptors had little real effect. But, in the
months that followed, the precision bombing effort appeared rather unsuccessful.
Adverse winter weather scattered bomber formations, obscured targets, and
reduced bombing accuracy. The long flights to Japan and the need to Lift heavy
bomb loads to more than 25,000-foot bombing altitudes strained engines and
brought about substantial losses of aircraft at sea, Impatient with the performance
of the XXI Bomber Command, General Arnold moved General LeMay to its
command on 20 January 1945, but neither the new commander nor the
commitment of another bomb wing to combat from North Field on Tinian on 4
. February appeared to give better results.

Actually the B-29 attacks against the Japanese aircraft factories proved more
effective than was realized, The United States Strategic Bombing Survey
discovered that the damages caused by the B-29s were enough to convince the
Japanese of a need to disperse their aircraft plants. The destruction inflicted, plus
the confusion resultmg from frantic dispersal efforts, reduced the preattack
capacity of aircraft engine plants by 75 perceat, of airframe plants by 60 Eercant
and of electronics and communications equipment plants by 70 percent.

General Arnold, apprehensive about reports that the Japanese were building a
new and heavily armed fighter interceptor that might inflict heavy losses upon the
B-29s and mindful of the need for fighter escortin the European theater, had sent
a memorandum to the Joint Plans Section in July 1944 recommending the seizure
of the island of Iwo Jima midway between the Marianas and Japan to serve as a
base for long-range escort fighters. The same month Arnold committed five
long-range P-47N and P-51 fighter groups to the XXI Bomber Command. As it
happened, Japanese air defenses were never a serious threat to the B-29s, Although

. the Japanese were able to stage a few heckling attacks through Iwo Jima against
the airfields in the Marianas in November 1944 and even though in the early months
of B-29 operations against aircraft factories, the Japanese were able to concentrate
their fighters on occasion and to shoot down a few B-29s. Japan’s air defenses
actually were rapidly losing their effect and the heckling attacks had ceased before
Nimitz's forces invaded Iwo Jima on 19 February 1945, After very severe ground
fighting had cleared the island, the VII Fighter Command deployed three fighter
groups to Iwo Jima in March. Long-range Mustangs escorted B-29s to Tokyo on
7 April. But the fighters were not often called upon for such support. Meanwhile
the XX¥ Bomber Command had begun to operate mostly at night. After 5 June
1945, the Japanese made their last effective air opposition against day-flying B-29s.
Thereafter, the Japanese yielded complete air supremacy, electing to hoard their
remaining aircraft for suicide attacks against an expected surface invasion.
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Until 6 March 1945, General LeMay had considered that the XXI Bomber
Command had not "really accomplished a hell of a lot of bombing results." ‘The
command, however, was gaining strength. A third bombardment wing began
operations from North Field on Guam on 25 February. Anticipating the arrival of
this third B-29 wing, Arnold had issued a new target directive on 19 February that
continued to give first priority to precision attacks against aircraft engine factories
but made incendiary attacks against urban industrial concentrations in Tokyo,
Nagoya, Osaka, and Kawasaki a strong second priority. While the fire raids were
desired by Washington, General LeMay kept his own counsel on the tactics that
he would employ on. the great Tokyo fire raid, which would be mounted on the
night of 9-10 March 1945. He called for a stream of bombers from the three wings
to come in low {4,900 to 9,200 feet) and to drop their incendiaries on fires started
by pathfinder crews. Since gunners who would be unused to night aftack might
shoot at each other’s planes in the dark, LeMay ordered both guns and gunners
removed from the B-29s. The weight saved by the removal of armament and the
low attack altitude would permit the B-295 to carry very heavy loads of firebombs. .
Many aircrewmen were cerfain that LeMay’s radical tactics would do nothing but
get them killed, Yet, even though over the target in a steady stream in the early
morning hours of 10 March, the B-29s sustained only moderate losses as they
kindled fires that destroyed about one-fourth of metropolitan lTokyo. LeMay had
staked his professional career on the decision to operate the bombers at alow level.
"This decision, combining technical acumen with boldness of execution," General
Hansell said later, "was one of the classic air decisions of the war."16

With 385 B-29s available in his combat wings, General LeMay was able to order
combat missions every fourth to sixth day, depending on the weather, which was
the mostserious obstacle affecting operations. Daylight precision-bombing attacks
against industrial targets were conducted from medium levels, and fire raids
continued against Tokyo, Kobe, Osaka, and Yokohama. On 27 March the XXI
Bomber Command began to mine Japan’s shipping channels and harbors. On the
same day, other B-29s struck Japanese airficlds on Kyushu. And, as he was
authorized to do in an emergency, Nimitz directed that approximately 75 percent
of the XXI Bomber Command’s combat effort be flown against airfields on Kyushu ‘
and Shikoku in the period between 17 April and 11. May. Recognizing the gravity
of the situation caused by Japanese suicide air attacks against the American forces
at Okinawa, LeMay did not strongly resist this commitment of his forces even
though he suggested that bomber attacks could not completely neutralize the
hostile airfields. The Iwo-based long-range fighters of the VII Fighter Command
also made sweeps over Japanese airfields on Honshu and Kyushu, but without
scoring very good results. Hostile 7planes were widely dispersed and the enemy
pilots did not come up and fight. !

Believing that an all-out air attack could force Japan to sérrender prior to a
surface invasion, LeMay was willing to commit his command to maximum
operations, even at the risk of exhausting all available crews. In the waning weeks
of May and the early days of June, the XXTBomber Command returned to strategic
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air attacks and completed the conflagration of Japan's five principal urban
industrial areas The 58th Bombardment Wing, arriving from India, began missions
from Tinian on 5 May. Another B-29 wing that had been especially equipped to
make radar attacks against oil storage facilities ronnded out the XXI Bomber
Command’s strength when it arrived on 26 June. By late spring 1945, Brig Gen
Emmett O’Donnell, Jr., commander of the 73d Bombardment Wing, which had
been first into action from the Marijanas, noted a general conviction throughout
the bomber command that the Japanese could not stand up under the terrific
amount of damage that the B-29s were placing upon them. "I thought personally,"
recalled O’Donnell, "in a couple of weeks it would be all over." When Arnold visited
Guam early in June, LeMay told him that 30 to 60 of Japan’s cities and every
industrial target in the home islands would be destroyed by 1 October. In the air,
the B-29s were virtually unopposed. "The record will show," LeMay later
commented, "that in the last two meonths of the war it was safer to fly a combat
mission over Japan than it was to fly a B-29 training mission back in the United

. States." 18

Atomic Attack at Hiroshima and Nagasaki

Meanwhile the Japanese government had begun to seriously consider ways to
end the war. On 20 June 1945 Emperor Hirohito told his council that it would be
necessary to have a plan to close the war at once. Barly in July the Japanese
government asked the Soviet Union to intercede with the United States to stop the
war, but the Soviets refused to relay the proposal. These peace feelers faced much
internal opportumties as Japan’s militarists continued to play for time; they
believed that if Japan could somehow survive the air attacks she might be able to
inflict such a hugh rate of casnalties on American surface invaders as to be able to
get a negotiated peace, The reiteration of the unconditional surrender formula in
the Potsdam Declaration on 26 July 1945 gave new strength to the Japanese
militarists. 1 Top-level American officials in Washington knew of Japan’s desire
to end hostifities, but in September 1944 the Combined Chiefs of Staff had

. committed the United States and Great Britain to the seizure of "objectives in the
industrial heart of Japan." This strategy was reaffirmed at Yalta in February 1945,
To help ensure the success of this strategy, the Allies granted the Soviet Union
territorial concessions in East Asia in return for its Promises tojoin the war against
Japan when hostilities were concluded in Enrope.

In the spring of 1945 the question was not so much whether Japan would be
invaded but how the effort would be ordered and commanded. Arnold thought
that a supreme commander should be appointed, with coequal status for ground,
naval, and air force subordinates--an arrangement that would permit all AAF
units in the Pacific to serve under one top air commander. Not willing to accept
this proposal, the Joint Chiefs, on 3 April 1945, instead approved a directive that
designated General MacArthur as commander in chief, Army forces in the Pacific,
and named Admiral Nimitz as commander in chief, Pacific, with command over
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all naval forces, The Joint Chiefs agreed on 2 July to authorize the establishment
of the United States Army Strategic Air Forces (USASTAF), Pacific, under the
command of General Spaatz, with a headquarters on Guam. Under this plan, the
Headquarters and Headquarters Squadron, XXI Bomber Command, was
redesignated as the Headquarters Squadron, Twentieth A#r Force, and the Eighth
Aifr Force was to be redeployed from Europe to command new B-29 wings based
on Okinawa. The Joint Chiefs of Staff would direct USASTAF operations; Arnold
would act as Joint Chiefs’ executive agent for USASTAF.1

Under the new command organization, the Twentieth Air Force had five wings
and 21 B-29 groups plus the fighters based on Iwo Jima that previously had been
assigned to the now inactivated XXI Bomber Command. Employing 923 B-29s the
Twentieth operated virtually at will over Japan during July; after 4 July, General
Kenney's Far East Air Forces began to strike targets on Kyushu from bases on
Okinawa, During the QOkinawa crisis, General LeMay had supported naval
operations without demur. He had other thoughts, however, when Adm William
F. Halsey requested on 14 July that the B-29s fly maximum effort strikes against .
airfields in the Tokyo area on 24-25 July and again on 1-2 August to support Third
Fleet carrier air strikes into the Tokyo-Nagoya areas. LeMay protested that it was
foolish to expend 6,500 tons of B-29 bombs to protect the carriers while their
aircraft would be dropping 500 tons of bombs. He agreed, however, to use
Iwo-based fighters in support of the Third Fleet strikes. Thinking differently, the
Joint Chiefs ordered LeMay to employ the B-29s as Halsey requested. On 24 and
25 July, Iwo-based P-51s were sent out against airfields in the Tokyo area, but bad
target weather somehow £reve.nted B-29 attacks, which were diverted to their
original strategic targets

General Spaatz, arriving on. Guam on 29 July, began organizing the United
States Army Strategic Air Forces —work which would not be completed before the
war’s end. If the organization had been fully accomplished, the Eighth and
Twenticth Air Forces would have controlled a total of 49 B-29 groups. As it was,
General Doolittle established the Eighth Air Force on Okinawa on 19 July, but its
first B-29 wing was still getting into place when Japan surrendered.

Beforereaching the theater, Spaatzhad been briefed on the atomicbomb, which .
the 509th Composite Group on Tinian would drop on a target designated by
Washington as soon as it could be delivered from laboratory production. Escorted
only by photo planes, a 509th Group B-29 dropped the first atomic bomb against
Hiroshima on 6 August. Three days later another of the group’s B-29s dropped the
second atomic bomb over Nagasaki. In haste, the Soviet Union. declared war on
Japan. On 10 August the Japanese government officially announced its decision to
accept the Potsdam surrender terms, provided the surrender would not alter the
institution of the emperor. Although Japan did not surrender uncond1t10nally, the
United States and i 1ts Allies accepted Japan’s offer and terminated active hostilities
on 12 August 194512

The revolutionary employment of nuclear air weapons and the entry of the
Soviet Union into the war tended to obscure the contributions of the sustained
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conventional strategic air offensive to the defeat of Japan, Looking backward,
Spaatz could not see how the entry of Russia into the war had any effect on Japan's
decision to surrender. He believed that conventional bombing could have ended
the war, but he thought that the employment of the atomic bomb had been justified
as a means of ensuring, without doubt, that many Amencans would not have to
lose theit lives in a tremendously costly surface invasion.’** "Without attempting
to minimize the appalling and far-reaching results of the atomic bombs," Arnold
observed, "we have good reason to believe that its actual use provided a way out
for the Japangse government. The fact is that the Japanese could not have held out
long, because theylost control of their air. They could not offer effective opposition
to our bombardment and so could not prevent the destruction of their cities and
industries."® Based upon a thorough investigation, the United States Strategic
Bombing Survey stated its opinion that "certainly prior to 31 December 1945, and
in all probability prior to 1 November 1945, Japan would even have surrendered
even if the atomic bombs had not been dropped, even if Russia had not entered
the war, and even if no invasion had been planned or contemplated,"'28

Thoughts on Air Power and Air Force

"The air power of a nation," the Air Corps Tactical School had taught as early
as 1935, "is its capacity to conduct air operations; specifically, the power which a
nation is capable of exerting by means of its air forces, Air power is actual and not
potential. Air power is measured by the immediate ability of a nation to engage
effectivelyin air warfare "7 In the view of the Air Corps Tactical School, air power
was synonymous with the military air striking force in being, but to many observers
the experience of World War II indicated that this definition was much too
restrictive.}

When he published his widely read Victory through Air Power in 1942, Alexander
de Seversky drew upon his experience as a tsarist military pilot and as an inventor,
airplane designer, and aircraft producer in the United States and boldly predicted
that aircraft would be developed with global ranges, thus ending the isolation of
the Western Hemisphere, "Range deficiency," de Seversky wrote, "has been the
curse on Hitler’s aviation." The United States would soon be open to air attack
from every pomnt of the compass. "It is sheer waste," he concluded, "to maintain
advanced bases instead of hurling the full aerial potential directly against the
adversary. The entire logic of aerial warfare makes it certain that ultimately war in
the skies will be conducted from the home grounds, with everything in between
turned into a no-man’s land." De Seversky's concept of global air warfare paralieled
the naval warfare ideas that he had obtained from studying Alfred Thayer Mahan.
As he later admitted, de Seversky also followed Mahan in offering a wide
conception of the nature of air power, which included a striking air force, a
defensive air force, and cooperation [air support] air forces as well as the
industries, the personnel, and the materials; o, 1n short, everything that produced
the power to navigate in the air.1??
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When General Arnold made his official report to the secretary of war on 12
November 1945, he accepted the same extrapolation of Mahan’s classic definition
of naval power, "Air power," Arnold stated, "includes a nation’s ability to deliver
cargo, people, destructive missiles and war-making potential through the air to a
desired destination to accomplish a desired purpose. Air power is not composed
alone of the war-making components of aviation. It is the total aviation
act1v1ty c1v111an and military, commercial and private, potential as well as
existing."* 30 This definition was accepted by General Spaatz, when he became chief
of staff of the US Air Force in 1947.”** Moreover, the Congressional Aviation
Policy Board stated in 1948 that: "Air power is the total ability of a nation to
capitalize on the medium of flight. . . . National air power is an entity not
fundamentally divisible as a weapon, or as a carrier. Materials, organization, and
craftsmanship which go to make a grcat aviation industry are as readily turped to
the combat plane as to the transport."

Before World War I, Air Corps thinkers had visnalized the air force as astriking
arm quite separate and distinct from the auxiliary aviation that supported surface .
action, although the separate air striking arm could be used as necessary to support
ground action. By 1945, however, General Arnold equated air force with military
air power. Only a few years later Spaatz was emphasizing that Congress had
assipned the nation’s "primary air power role to the Air Force."1% Moreover, in
1945, Arnold had described the air force as comprising a global striking force that
would be employed from strategically located bases and that could meet and
overpower an aggressor’s air threat as near as possible to its source; a tactical air
force which would work closely with the army, air transport and troop carrier
aviation; and an up-to-date training establishment fully supplied with the latest
aircraft and equipment.

Addressing the first class in the new Air Command and Staff School in
September 1946, an Army Air Forces instructor stated: "Air power is a force in
itself capable of being used alone or in cooperation with other forces. The early
prophets of air power, careless of their terminology, claimed that air power
rendered obsolete all other weapons and armed forces. Though these men were
led to false prophecy, thcn‘ voc1ferons claims no doubt helped to hasten the .
development of air power Although this lecture was not authoritative, it
manifested an apparently prevalent opinion springing from the highest levels of
authority that World War II had been a composite victory of cooperative air,
ground, and naval forces. "The elementary lessons which we have learned from the
bard experience of World War I," stated Secretary of War Robert P, Patterson in
October 1945, "is that there must be a single direction of the Nation’s land, sea,
and air forces . . . these arms must operate as a single team under sin; gle direction,
which has final responsibility and final power of decision over all, w136 1n 3 anyary
1947, Secretary Patterson wrote: "Air power tipped the scales for victory in the

war." But in November 1947 he stated: "World War II was not won in the air alone.
It was won by the combined effort o 1%‘mmd forces, sea forces and air forces,
working as members of a single team."
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The team concept of Allied victory in World War II was strongly supported by
high-ranking Army officers. "The national security is measured by the sum, or
rather the combination of the three great arms, the land, aJr, and naval forces,"
General Marshall stated in October 19451 *In my opinion," said Gen Omar
Bradley in November 1945, "no one service won this war or is going to win any
future war of any magnitude. It takes all our services together, plus the industrial
effort of our Nation to win any major war." To illustrate his point, Bradley granted
that air attacks cut down the employment of German V-2 rockets against England,
but he invited attention to the fact "that not until the Navy and the Army forces got
together and went over and captured the launching sites did the V-2 attacks
completely come to a stop."3® As chief of the War Department Plans and Policy
Group in February 1947, Brig Gen George A. Lincoln argued that World War I
had demonstrated that air power was a dominant factor in war and peace but that
it had also taught that a tremendous hidden Army and Navy effort was required
"to make air power effective over the target.” This effort included alr-groundbattles
required to seize and hold air bases needed to put air power over its target. 0 "The
war also illustrated,” as Secretary of the Army Kemneth C. Royall stated in
December 1947, "that final victory had to be won by tanks, guns and men, on the
ground." Allied forces, Royall continued, "never stopped the launching of the
V-bombs, and never engaged in any material damage to them or o the submarine
pens, until the infantry did so from the ground, despite the enormous bombing and
almost unopposed bombing of Europe for a considerable period of time, and in
great volume., ni41 "Although I am personally convinced that Air Power will agam
be the dominant factor,” said Gen J. Lawton Collins in October 1948, "Pm equally
convinced that Adr Power alone cannot win the war. . . . It took, and it will again
take, in my opinion, the combined operations of land, sea and air forces to reach
a conclusion,"

Although the Navy appeared somewhat less enthusiastic about the "team"
concept than did the Army, the theater commanders of the Pacific war— General
MacArthur and Admiral Nimitz— saw the defeat of Japan as a victory of combined
forces. "The victory was a triumph for the concept of the three dimensions of
war — ground, sea and air," MacAxthur stated in October 1945, He added: "By a
thorough use of each arm in conjunction with the corresponding utilization of the
other two, the enemy was reduced to a condition of helplessncss. By largely
avoiding methods involving the separate use of the services and by avoidmg
methods of frontal assault as far as possible, our combined power forced the
surrender.™ Admiral Nimitz thought in 1945 that without the atomic bombs the
surrender of Japan "would have taken a longer time," but he thought that the victory
resulted from

the strangulation of her industry, her being eut off from all supplies, her lack of gasoline,
her mability to get raw matenals from Chuna ... Such gasoline as they had was stored
in places from which 1t could not be distributed, because the transportation systems had
been destroyed by the air attacks, the very efficient destruction carned on by the B-29s,
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It was just a questzon of time before the Fapanese would have been foxged to this same
surrender. The atomic bomb undoubtedly hastened that suzrender.

Army Air Forces leaders also accepted the point of view that World War I had
been won by combined arms. Thus, in April 1944, Maj Gen Follett Bradley could
argue that the "true expositor of military things to come must , . . evaluate correctly
the effect of air power in combination with land and sea power on a battle, a
campaign and a war, and he must know something of the technique by which that
effect is produced "143 In October 1945, Arnold hailed the command decisions of
February 1943 by which "the air had been consolidated under an air command,
coordinated with similarly concentrated land and naval forces. . .. With this change
it became possible to exploit fully the versatility and we1ght of air power and to
exert fully the over-all commander’s strategic will in the air."46 In November 1945,
he wrote that the doctrine of the air force comprehended the fact "that it is the
team of the Army, Navy and Air Forces worlung in close cooperation that gives
strength to our armed services in peace or war. wl Speakmg of the termination of .
hostilities in the Pacific, General Doolittle said in November 1945; "The Navy had
the transport to make the invasion of Japan possible; the Ground Forces had the
power to make it successful; and the B-29 made it unnecessary." In its broad
aspects, however, he pointed out that "the recent war was won by teamwork. . ..
No single service won the war. The Navy fought magnificently as did the Ground
Army and the Air Army. . . . The smooth functioning of the team was the direct
resulii 4%f having unity of command—one supreme commander in each theater of
war."

The emphasis upon combined forces was accompanied by a subtle downgrading
of the significance of the role of strategic bombardment in World War IL In
Secretary Patterson’s view, "the hammering that German industry and
transportation took from the American and British air forces so seriously crippled
the mobility of the German army that it was unable to withstand the combined
assaults from the East and from the West."™? Speaking of strategic bombing, Gen
Jacob L. Devers, commander of the Army Ground FPorces, said: "The Ground
Forces recognize this strategic battle role of the air which mmust be succcssfu]ly
conducted before the Infantry and Artillery can close with the enemy.”>° General ‘
Bradley concluded that strategic bombing in Europe "was ultimately an effective
deterrent fo the success of the enemy on the battlefield. .. . It had a decisive effect
on the ultimate ability of the Allies to defeat Germany in a shorter time, saving
many, many lives and dollars."

In the immediate aftermath of World War II, Air Force officers were inclined
to agree that a second phase of ground conflict would characterize a future war.
"Japan," General Spaatz said in March 1947, "was a peculiar sitvation, being an
island empire. . . . But when you are up against a continental empire you have the
problem of winning against great masses of people with great internal
resources. .. . Wehad established almost complete air superiority over Germany
at the time of the invasion, but it took a considerable amount of fighting to subdue
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Germany after air superiority had been established." Speaking in Avngust 1949 after
he had become chief of staff of the Air Force, Gen Hoyt S. Vandenberg announced:
"My opinion of the effectiveness of strategic bombing in both Europe and in the
Pacific was that it contributed in large measure to the success in the conclusmn of
the war and saved a great many lives that otherwise would have been lost.">2 "We
of the Air Force," Vandenberg stated in a speech in August 1952, "have never
claimed that air power, in alliance with mass destruction weapons, could decide a
war alone."

Lessons on Air Superiority

In the 1930s, the Air Corps had regarded establishing control of the air to be
essential only in support of surface operations. Based upon his observations of the
Battle of Britain and other early World War II operations, however, de Seversky
boldly asserted, "We cannot and must not dream of conquering the enemy without
first capturing dominance in the air— but once we have clear-cut dominance in the
air, all else becomes a secondary subordinate, auxiliary operation.” And he stated
the further rule: "Only air power can defeat air power [emphasis in original]. nl5
view of the experience of the Eighth Air Force over Germany, the Army Air Forces
found it easy to abandon Douhet and to adopt a doctrine of "air superiority” or
"control of the air,” which—like the definition given to air power—was an
extrapolation from Mahan. As the United States Strategic Bombing Survey’s
summary report of the European war stated, "the significance of full domination
of the air over the enemy—both over its armed forces and over its sustaining
economy—must be emphasized. That domination of the air was essential, Without
it, attacks on the basic economy of the enemy could not have been delivered in
sufficient force and with sufficient freedom to bring effective and lasting results.">
Lookmg backward at World War ITin October 1945, Arnold said: "The Air Force’s
primary mission the world over was to knock out enemy air power — to wm the air
war.. .. Alltypes of aircraft shared in this task in many different roles."*% Doolittle
pointed out that the United States had to have control of the air over Japan before
it could deliver the atomic bomb. "The first lesson," he said, "is that you can’t lose
a war if you have command of the air, and you can’t win a war if you haven’t.™’
"You know, at first hand," Spaatz told a convention of air veterans in November
1947, "the penalty paid by Germany and Japan for their failure to control the air
over their own territories. You know the inevitable outcome of any failure to
control the air over our own country. 13 Wntlng in 1950, Col Dale O. Smith and
Maj Gen John DeForest Barker, noted: "It has long been held as Air Force doctrine
that air superiority should be the primary mission of air power."

The Air Force doctrine of air superiority or control of the air was quite
acceptable to War Department and Army spokesmen. Robert P. Patterson stated:
"World War II drove home the lesson that a nation lacking in air power has no
chance of winning a war. . . . In every campaign fought out on the surface, success
went to the side that had local command of the air. . . . Without command of the
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air, the Iaunchmg of a military operation on land or sea was vutually
unthinkable.”% As Lt Gen Manton S. Eddy stated in March 1949, "There is no
question in a soldier’s mind that air power is as indispensable to the national
securify as bread and water are to life. Land forces cannot fight decisively unless
the afr is controlled by its sister services." 5 "I spite of the fact that air power can
never be decisive in total war," General Bradley told an andience in November
1951, "the air battle must be won if a war is to be won. 162

While the doctrine of control of the air was firmly implanted in Air Force
thinking as aresult of conventional air operations in Europe, some second thoughts
about the influence of nuclear bombing capabilities indicated a trend back toward
Douhet. Written largely by Maj Gen Orvil Anderson and published in 1947, the
concluding report of the United States Stratezic Bombing Survey, Air Campaigns
of the Facific War, observed that

air supenionly is not an end m itself. Air supemonty was necessary m the past war i

order that surface operations could be successfullyundertaken and in order that decisve .
bombing of the enemy’s vital components could be accomplished, If science and

technology produce an air weapon which can, vnarded, penetrate enemy defenses and

accurately deposit its bombs, 1t may not be necessery to fight the conventional airbattle

and obtain conventional air superionty before the decisive attacks on an enemy's

economy are mounted. Any force, having successfully made such attacks, hv;w.rt:v%l:ji

probably would quickly inhert air domination for the exploitation phase of the war.

In alecture in June 1949, General Anderson warned that conventional ideas of air
superiority would not always hold good: "You will reach the point in the distant
future when yon won’t even think of opposing air in the air. It will be moving too
fast. ... Youl fight them at the Jaunching site or you won’t fight them." % *Future
defense and future security,” Col David A. Burchinal pointed out in the autumn of
1949, "would seem to stem from the basic premise that successful air defense must
be capable of destroying an attacking force or an gggressmn potential before the
attack can be Iaunched or the potential realized.™

In his book Air Power: Key to Survival, published in 1950, de Seversky continued
to attach great importance to air dominance. "We can undertake nothing through
military force," de Seversky also told an Army War College audience in March .
1952,

unless first we have secured command of the air. To gain command of the air, we must
win the air battle. .. The :dea that we can send a lot of bombers, either from bases
abroad, or from basesat home or from aircraft carniers, and destroy everythung in Russia
without first winming command of the air1s, 1n my estimation, sheer bunk. . .. Therefore,
the battle for command of the air is just as much i the cards today as it was in the last
war . Justthe same as it would have been impzactical in the last century to controla
part of the ocean—just a patch of the ocean .. . So the air battle will be mdcspreaéds.
and will be fought for the command of the cntlxc GIr 5pace, clear around the globe,
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Development of Tactical Air Power

In a talk with one of his assistants on 22 August 1945, Maj Gen Lauris Norstad,
who was then the chief of Army Air Forces plans, stated that the conception of the
tactical air force was "one of the greatest developments” of World War I However,
he immediately added that the atomic bomb might have made a tactical air force
"as old-fashioned as the Maginot line."'7 The Air Force would continue to debate
the effect of nuclear weapons on air power at the same time that it was recording
the doctrinal lessons of World War Il applicable to tactical air power.

The experience of World War II left no doubt as to the impact of air power on
land battles. "The Normandy invasion," Gen Dwight D. Eisenhower explained on
16 November 1945,

was based on a deep-scated faith in the power of the air forees, in overwhelming
numbets, to intervens in the land battle That1s, a faith that the air forees, by their action
could have the effect on the ground of making it possibie for a small force of land troops
to invade a continent, a countiy strongly defended, in wlich there were 61 enemy
divisions and where we could not posstbly on the first day of the assault land more than
Tdivisions . Without that ast force, without the aid of its power, entizely aside from
its antreipated ability to sweep the enemy arr forces out of the sky, without its power to
mtervene in the land battle, that invastion would have been fantastic .. Unless we had
that faith in the air power to intervene and to make safe that landing, 1t would have been
more than fantastic, it would have been cnitunal.

One of the major ironies of World War II was that, when operating against a
first-class adversary on a continental landmass, air units assigned or attached to
ground forces proved incapable of providing effective support to the ground
forces As has been seen, such penny packets of air power were unable to
accomplish missions of importance to the ground forces—which the Allied
experience in North Africa demonstrated to be the attainment of air superiority,
the interdiction of the movement of hostile troops and equipment to or within the
battle area, and the close support of friendly ground troops by aerial attack of
battlefield objectives which could not be handled by friendly artillery. Although
War Department Field Manual 100-20, Command and Employment of Air Power,
prescribed the tasks of a tactical air force as being air superiority, interdiction, and
close support, it did not attempt to describe.the exact organization to be used in
combat theaters. In Ifaly the Fifth Army and the XII Tactical Air Command
attained unity of purpose by maintaining adjacent headquarters and holding
nightly planning conferences. Calis for close air support went back from frontline
units to the army air section and were monitored by the corps air section. If the
corps remained silent, it was assumed that the corps could not handle the mission
by artillery or other means The request was reported at once by the army air
section to ground liaison officers at the airdromes, while G-3 and tactical air
command officers determined whether the mission should be flown. About 50
percent of these requests were refused. Approximately 75 percent of the refused
missions were disapproved by G-3 as not in conformity with army plans, while the
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remainder were rejected by the tactical air command on technical grounds. At the
front lines, experienced pilots served tours of duty as forward air controllers to
direct support aircraft to their targets. When necessary, especially in the
mountainous terrain of Italy, a Rover Joe or Horsefly airborne tactical air
controller flying a liaison plane would lead support aircraft to their targets.169

The organization for tactical air control adopted in the European theater was
an expansion of the system employed in Italy, In the battles of France and Germany,
the Ninth Air Force cooperated with the 12th Army Group while subordinate air
commands developed very close relationships with various armies: the IX Tactical
Air Command with the First Army, the XIX Tactical Air Command with the Third
Army, and the XXTX Tactical Air Command with the Ninth Army. Each of these
tactical air commands possessed microwave ground control interception radars,
and their fighter-bomber groups were employed alternatively as required either
for defense or for air support. With the demise of the dive-bomber, the US air
forces modified the P-47 to serve as a tactical fighter-bomber, and the P-47 fighter,
although originally designed as a high-altitude interceptor, proved to be superb in .
this new role. The radical air-cooled engine on this plane made it less vulnerable
to hostile ground fire than was the P-51, which had an in-line liquid-cooled engine,
To permit flexibility, medium bombers and tactical reconnaissance aircraft were
retained under the direct command of the Ninth Air Force. The reconnaissance
aircraft flew missions requested by army and air force units, They also proved
invaluable in leading fighter-bombers directly to targets of opportunity. While
many Army officers questioned the inherent wisdom of such a centralization of
reconnaissance capabilities, Gens Courtney H. Hodges, George S. Patton, Jr., and
W. H. Simpson, the commanders of the First, Third, and Ninth US Armies
respectively, expressed their individual approval of the tactical air reconnaissance
system. 7 ByMarch 1945, Lt Gen Walter Bedell Smith, the chief of staffto General
Eisenhower, noted that "the tactical coordination of air and ground forces has
become an fnstrument of precision timing," "

In Europe all air force capabilities were available for the support of the surface
campaign. Even though heavy bombardment was employed on occasion to
avgment tactical bomber forces (most notably on 25 July 1944 when 1,508 heavy .
bombers softened the German lines at Saint L preparatory to the First Army’s
breakthrough out of Normandy), the outstanding contribution of the heavy
bombers to the overall ground campaign was the elimination of the Luftwaffe as
an effective fighting force. Although the Ninth Air Force stood ready to maintain
friendly air superiority, it was committed routinely to interdiction and close
support operations, with roughly 15 percent of the tactical air effort going to close
air support. But in static periods such as existed prior to the Saint L5 breakthrough
and while the armies were building up before the Siegfried Line, the proportion of
air effort allotted to targets along the front lines did not exceed 10 percent of the
tactical air forces capability. The remaining tactical air effort was committed to
armed reconnaissance and to attack against interdiction targets behind the enemy
lines.1”? A flexible employment of tactical air groups on varied missions ensured
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that no one unit suffered debilitating losses. Fighter-bombers, for example,
suffered their highest rate of loss to flak on the dive-bombing missions commonly
required for bridge attacks and close air support; armed reconnaissance, arca
suppott, and fighter-sweep missions were only about two-thirds as dangerous as
dive-bombing missions.'”> What could happen when a group was solely committed
to the most hazardous mission was illustrated during the Ardennes offensive.
Because it was based closest to the area, the 406th Fighter-Bomber Group
provided the burden of the close air support o the 101st Airborne Division, which
was besieged at Bastogne; from 23-28 December the group flew 529 close support
sorties into this area. Ofits 60 operational P-47s at the beginning of the period, the
group lost 17 shot down and had more than 40 damaged by flak 1" Although the
evidence was not conclusive, such experience indicated that an air unit committed
solely to close air support in the European theater would have encountered
disproportionately high casualty rates that would have adversely effected its
continuation in operations.

In the Pacific theaters of World War II, American forces accepted the same
tasks of tactical air power as were recognized in Europe, but organizational
patierns were different. In General MacArthur’s Southwest Pacific theater, the
entire Fifth Air Force cooperated intimately with the Sixth Army and, after June
1944, the Thirteenth Air Force usually worked with the Eighth Army. While
General Kenney began to organize tactical air commands for the planned invasion
of Japan, ke elected to use standard bombardment and fighter wings to provide
cooperation with individual ground task forces during the war.'™ In the early days
in the Pacific Qcean areas, Marine Corps and Thirteenth Air Force arcraft were
organized in the same naval task group to support ground fighting on Guadalcanal,
Marine F7F Tigercats usually flew air patrols overhead while Air Force P-39
squadrons, which lacked the ability to intercept high-flying enemy aircraft,
performed close support missions. In the 1sland invasions of the Central Pacific,
Navy and Marine carrier-based air units provided air superiority, interdiction, and
air support as necessary. Some years later, after he had become commandant of
the Marine Corps, Gen David M. Shoup would recall that "the finest close air
support for ground troops that I experienced in World War II came from Navy
squadrons at Saipan." In working from fast aircraft carriers, Marine airmen not
only were virtually losing their service identity, but also a serious defect in
fast-cartier support for ground operations came to light on 17 June 1944 when the
Fifth Fleet suddenly had to withdraw from Saipan to fight the naval battle of the
Philippine Sea. Lightly gunned Marine Corps infantry was left ashore without close
air support. Rather than allow this to happen again, Lt Gen Holland M. Smith, the
Matine Corps officer in command of Expeditionary Troops, recommended and
the Navy accepted, the proposition that Marine Corps air groups would be
designated as air support specialists and would be assigned to escort carriers,
which would not be withdrawn from an invasion objective for a fleet engagement.
According to the organization worked out and employed by the marines at Pelelin
and Okinawa, a Marine Corps air wing became an integral part of a Marine Corps
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division. Since Marine ground commanders could normally expect only flat
trajectory fire of naval guns during ctitical phases of ship-to-shore amphibious
operations and since they would usually go ashore with limited amounts of organic
artillery, Marine air wings would be organized, trained, and employed as a
substitute for Marine artillery.

In the winter of 1945-46, the War Department began to refine the air-ground
lessons of World War I for the purpose of determining future organization, Army
officers generally preferred the system which had been employed in the European
theater of operations to that which had been devised by the Marine Corps in the
Pacific. General Eisenhower, who became Army chief of staff on 19 November
1945, subsequently explained the reasons why he believed that the Army should
not attempt to develop its own organic air support.

The Army conicept of the land, sea and arr principle of organzation of the armed forces
15 well-known, this Service accepts without reservation the concept of complementary
roles—air, ground and sea—and consequent mutual dependence of the three
components of the armed sezvices Under this three service coneept st 1s axiomatic that
no smgle service should acquire forees or equipment necessary to accomplish jomnt
missions single-handed, 1f such forces or equipment unnecessanly dupheate those
charactensties of and fundamental to esther of the other two services. The expenences
of this war have mdicated that i many operations, 1f not in the majority, the task was
of necessity accomplished by contributions from two or three services acting under the
principle of unified command. Furthermore, the walding of the forces resulted 1n the
greatest possible concentration of combat power 2t the decisive point while at the same
time permitting the greatest cconomy of force on lesser tasks,

Employment of tactical air n World War II 15 an outstanding illustration of the
apphication of this concept to a specific problem Exttle expertence proved that control
of the air, the prerequisite to the conduet of ground operations m any given area, was
ganed most economically by the employment of cir forces operating under a single
command. Fhis assured a masimum of flexibility, providing a command structure under
which all forms of available air power could be concentrated on tactical support misstons
or on strategic missions, as the sitvation demanded —in other words, 1t permitted the
maximum concentration of combat air power at the decisive point at the decisive time,
Throughout the war, the Army depended on the neeessary tactical air support from a
practically autonomous Auwr Force Thus type of close, accurate, and effective support of
the frontline fighting wmts was provided and proved an essential element 1n the
achievement of the Army objectives

"The case for the concept that tactical air umts beleng under the Air Force rather than
under the Axmy s supported by the abundant evidence of World War 11, but does not
rest on this evidence alone. Basically, the Army doss not belong in the ar—it belongs
on the ground, Planes are but a facet of the over-zil problem, which 15 basically much
broader and mcludes responsibilities now mvolving approximately one-third of the Aswr
Force Contzolof the tactical Aur Force means responsibility, not merely for the fighters
and medium bombers themselves, but, as well, for the entire operatinp establishment
required to support these planes. This includes the requisite basic air research and
development program necessary to mamntamn a vital arm and the additional specialized
service forces to support the arm; for example air mamtenance units, awrcraft warning
units (radar, DF stations), tactical air communications nets, ste In short, assumption
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of this task by the Army would duplicate m great measure the primary and continuing
responsibilities of the Air Force and, m effect, would rasult in the creation of ancther
air ¢stablishment

Some other factors also evidently bore on the Army’s rejection of the Marine Corps
air support system. The Marine Corps was designated, equipped, manned, and
trained to engage in shock-type action that would be limited in time, magnitude,
and scope. Army divisions, on the other hand, were intended to operate in
sustained ground campaigns on broad theater fronts. While Marine Corps
commanders would have to depend on air support as a substitute for artillery
firepower, Army commanders preferred to rely upon the supporting fire of their
own organic artillery within the first thousand yards beyond the front lines.1™®

Ashasbeen seen, Army and Army Air Forces officers were so generally satisfied
with the tactical air system employed in Europe that it was in effect engrossed in
War Department Field Manual 31-35, Air-Ground Operations, with little difficulty
in August 1946, There were, however, evidences that at least some influential Army
officers did not like the cooperative air support system. Writing in 1949 about his
experiences as commander of the US Fifth Army in Italy, Gen Mark Wayne Clark
was willing to admit that his forces had received "splendid arr support of all kinds
byboth British and American planes.' "Nevertheless," he continued, "the command
setup was never satisfactory from my point of view and it still is not satisfactory. ...
1 believed then, and my experiences in Italy did not change my view, that ground
troops cannot be successful in battle unless adequately supported by combat
aviation, and that such planes as are used for this purpose are necessarily auxiliary
weapons, as is the arti]ler;’rb and that they should come under the direct orders of
the ground commander """’ The Army’s chief historian found that satisfaction with
air-ground cooperation was greatest at the higher command levels and less
pronounced at the lower levels. "The air and ground forces of the Army," he wrote,
" . . did not develop an effective air-ground battle team in World War XL The
Marines did, in cooperation with naval aviation and their own," &0

At the same time that some Army officers wished a closer command
subordination of tactical air units to ground control, some Army Air Forces
commanders visualized a much more decisive role for tactical air power.
According to Gen Omar Bradley, Maj Gen Elwood R. "Pete" Quesada,
commander of the IX Tactical Air Command (which was paired with the US First
Army in Europe), "had come into the war as a young and imaginative man. ... To
Quesada the fighter was a little-known weapon with vast unexplored possibilities
in the support of ground troops.”®! Late in 1944, Quesada made a suggestion that
got back to Washington in a roundabout manner, that a concentration of available
Allied fighter strength in Europe in low-level attacks against Germany could win
the war during the winter of 1944-45. After World War I, Quesada was promoted
to lieutenant general and given command of the Tactical Air Command. He was
willing to accept the relationships of the air-surface force team as it existed at the
cessation of hostilities only as a point of departure for future doctrine. Writing in
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1948 he thought it axiomatic that the first prerequisite for 4 successful major
campaign would be air supremacy or control of the air. He suggested, however,
that World War IT had only superficially indicated the "inherent ability of Tactical
Air Power to be a decisive force in a strangulation campaign." In World War H, air
doctrine had envisaged the isolation of a hostile force from its means of support,
but it had not looked toward preventing an enemy force from engaging in battle.
Quesada thought that by a vigorous interdiction campaign tactical air power could
"paralyze the enemy’s means of communicatios" and "sources of industrial support"
and "prevent opposing armies from coming into contact." If such a concept of the
employment of tactical air power was effectively pursued in a future conflict, direct
support of ground troops in a zone of contact might well constitute only a small
portion of the total tactical air effort. Only if tactical air power did not perform its
primary functions in a convincing manner would friendly ground troops evidence
arequirement for close air support.

Importance of Airlift .

A final aspect of doctrine emerging in the postwar period related to airlift. As
Maj Gen Robert M. Webster, who had headed both tactical and transport
commands in Enrope in World War IT, remarked in 1947, "I would say that we went
into the last war with only two basic types of military aircraft, the bomber and the
fighter. I feel that we have come out of that war with an additional type, the
transport plane, and that we should think in terms of bomber-fighter-transport—
since they are a1l equally important —and they must be properly balanced to each
other if we are to be prepared to conduct successful war operations.”®* Back in
the 1930s the Air Corps, prodded relentlessly by Maj Hugh J. Knerr who insisted
that air striking forces could not depend upon ground lines of communications for
logistical support, had established a requirement that both the GHQ Air Force
and the Air Corps Materiel Division ought to possess transport aircraft. Both
because of shortages of procurement funds and becauvse of the Baker board’s
recommendation that civilian airliners could be requisitioned for a war emergency,
the Army Air Forces had acquired only six air transport groups with 124 aircraft
by hand in December 1941, Lacking any firm basis of experience with the air .
transpott, the officers who drewup AWPD-1 estimated that the ascendant air force
would require only 19 troop carrier groups with 1,520 planes for airborne troop
employment and only 13 transport groups with 1,040 planes for air logistical
support. Early in 1942 the Army Air Forces established the Air Transport
Command and the I Troop Carrier Command, the former to provide worldwide
air transport services and the latter to train troop carrier organizations for service
in overseas theaters. At its maximum strength in February 1945, the Army Air
Forces possessed 32 troop carrier groups and nine air transport divisions with a
total of 10,138 aircraft.1**

As events transpired, the Air Transport Command became responsible for the
transportation, by air, of personnel, materiel, mail, strategic materials, and other
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cargoes for all War Department agencies (and other authorized government
agencies) except those served by troop carrier units. The primary mission of troop
carrier units was found to be: "To carry troops and auxiliary equipment to effective
locations in combat zones from which to begin active combat operations.” The
control and employment of troop carrier organizations was hardly the same in any
two theaters. In each theater, however, logistical services found continuing
demands for the employment of troop carrier planes for intratheater movement of
essential personnel and freight, but the combat employment of troop carrier planes
and gliders for airborne operations always was given a higher priority. Resolution
of the competing demands of the logisticians and the airborne commanders was
never accomplished completely.l

Since there were never enough transport planes to permit them to be parceled
out among using organizations, the Anglo-American organization of theater airlift
forces accordingly placed cenfral control of most such units under some form of
theater troop carrier headquarters, which could employ the transport planes
interchangeably for airlift or air assault operations. The organization in the
European theater included the establishment of a combined air transport
operations room (CATOR) in the Air Staff, Supreme Headquarters Allied
Expeditionary Forces, the assignment of the IX Troop Carrier Command to the
First Allied Airborne Army, and the activation of the 302d Transport Wing under
the Air Service Command, USSTAF. Lt Gen Lewis H. Brereton, commander of
the First Allied Airborne Army, subsequently complained that CATOR
emphasized the logistical employment of his troop carrier crews to the detriment
of their preparation for aitborne operations. Other commanders, however, stated
that the removal of aircraft from airlift operations for intensive air assault training
and for the execution of airborne missions adversely deprived them of badly
needed logistical support.186

"We have learned and must not forget,” Arnold informed Secretary Stimson on
27 February 1945, "that from now on air transport is an essential of air power, in
fact, of all national power. . .. We must have an air fransport organization in being,
capable of tremendous expansion."m? In spite of this positive statement, the Army
Air Forces was not too certain about the manner in which. troop carrier and air
transport aviation ought to be organized; there was a considerable sentiment that
the two functions ought to be combined, At this time, Brig Gen William D, Old,
commander of the I Troop Carrier Command, vigorously dissented from the
proposals for combination and instead suggested that Army Airborne Forces
should be established under the War Department on a parity with the Army Air
Forces, Army Ground Forces, and Army Service Forces. Based m part upon
studies conducted in OC&R. and at the AAF Board, Arnold decided on 5
December 1945 that the Army Air Forces would retain the Air Transport
Command to support the strategic air forces and would keep troop carrier aviation
as a part of the tactical air forces, 18
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General Arnold’s Final Word

In his final report to the secretary of war on 12 November 1945, General Arnold
recalled the course of the successful air war that had been waged against the Axis.

While he expressed satisfaction, he warned against complacency, "National safety,”
Arnold emphasized,

would be endangered by an Air Force whose doctrimes and techniques are tied solely to
the equipment and processes of the moment Present equipment is but a step in
progress, and any Auwr Force which does not keep its doctrines ahead of its equipment,
and ifs vision far nto the future, can only delude the nation into a false sense of
secunty. . . . The basic planming, development, organization and trammng of the Air
Force must be well rounded, covering every modern means of waging an* wat, and the
techniques of employing such means must be continuously developed and kept up to
date. The Air Foree doctrines likewise must b2 flexible at all times and entirely
unitinbnted by tradition
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CHAPTER 5

THE AIR FORCE IN NATIONAL DEFENSE:
ORGANIZATION AND STRATEGY, 194449

"Those of us who have seen this war fought . . . realize that there is no place in
modern war for a separate air force, for a separate army, or for a separate navy,"
Brig Gen Haywood S. Hansell told the House Select Committee on Post-War
Military Policy in March 1944, "The Army Air Forces (AAF) advocate, and
strongly recommend,” he continued, "the integration of the nation’s fighting forces

. into asingle unified organization. Hence, our conviction demands unity rather than
separation."* The Army’s air arm had traditionally sought a separats air force, but
the experience of World War IT had caused its leaders to believe that the nation
needed integrated rather than separate armed services. The War Department, long
a traditional opponent of a separate air force, now became the main driving force
for armed service unification, Only the Navy, whose top-ranking officers proposed
to General Arnold that AAF strategic bombardment ought to be joined with naval
air forces to provide a national striking force, was going to oppose a close
unification of the armed services.

Armed Sexrvice Unification and the Air Force

As a background policy for the beginning of postwar planning, Gen Heary H.
Armnold approved a statement on 25 February 1944 that advocated establishing a
single secretary of war with four assistant secretaries heading the ground forces,
the air forces, the naval forces, and a combined bureau of war resources. The plan

. visualized a compact general staff, directed by a single chief of staff to the president
and asupreme war council consisting of the military commanders of the four major
services that would be presided over by the single chief Axmold’s plan assumed
that the air force would be coequal with the other services and would possess its
own air commander and air general staff. The air force would include "all military
aviation except shipborne units operating with the Navy, and those artillery-control
and ‘liaison’ units operating with the Army."?’ In regard to the assigning of organic
aviation to the Army, the Army Air Forces policy, announced on 10 October 1944,
favored such assignments only if the aircraft would be put to sustained use; only if
the separation of such aircraft from the mass of airpower would not seriously
reduce that power; only if the function to be performed would not duplicate
functions already being performed by AAF units; and only if no need would arise
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for separate and extensive airdrome, maintenance, or training facilities.* On 1
October 1945 General Arnold officially informed his subordinate commanders
that he favored a department of armed forces under a military commander "who
will command the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force and any combined task forces
in existence.”

"The greatest lesson of this war," Arnold stated in his last report to the secretary
of war on 12 November 1945, "has been the extent to which air, land, and sea
operations can and must be coordinated by joint planning and unified command,"
Arnold, thezefore, called for the establishing of "one integrated, balanced United
States military organization that will establish, develop, maintain, and direct at the
minimum expense the forces . . . required for peace enforcement and for national
security with the capability for the rapid expansion in case of all-out war," Arnold
wished to retain the Joint Chiefs of Staff, headed by a chief of staff reporting
directly to the president. He also emphasized that a permanent national
intelligence organization would be essential to the future conduct of strategic air
warfare.5 Gen Carl A, Spaatz, who wonld assume command of the Army Air Forces '
on 1 March 1946, told the Senate Committee on Military Affairs that "unity of
direction” and "equality for the Air Force which will insure unification of our air
potential’ were "absolute imperatives which stem from the lessons of this last war."”
On 24 October 1946 Spaatz informed his subordinate commanders that the Army
Alr Forces "supports without reservation" the War Department position on
unification, which comprehended a single secretary heading a single department
of national defense with three branches of equal standing— army, navy, and air.®

In the three years that defense unification was beng studied and debated, the
Navy posed different objections to plans that were offered and submitted
counterproposals to each plan. As amatter of continuing policy, the Navy objected
to the high degree of consolidation inherent in the War Department plan for a
single chief of staff for the armed forces. The Navy also desired guarantees that
would preserve naval aviation and the Marine Corps, together with its integral
aviation, On. a visit to the Pacific in the winter of 1944—45, a Joint Chiefs of Staff
study committee headed by Adm James O, Richardson found senior naval officers
not averse to unification, Rear Adm Forrest P. Sherman, who was Adm Chester .
W. Nimitz’s chief planner, later explained, however, that ageneral change in feeling
toward unification occurred in the spring of 1945, Admiral Sherman said that
establishing the independent Twentieth Air Force and deciding to divide the
command of American Army and Navy forces between Douglas MacArthur and
Nimitz "disrupted unified command in the Pacific and disillusioned naval officers
who had given support to theories of a single department.” Sherman also recalled
that Gen George C. Marshall had told him in September 1944 that he would not
tolerate further command of Army troops by Matine officers.”

In its report on 11 April 1945 Admiral Richardson’s special committee
proposed the organization of a department of armed forces, a single commander
of the armed forces, and a joint staff, all to be superimposed on coordinate army,
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navy, and air branches. It also proposed that the secretary of the armed forces was
to serve as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and that both the Army and Navy
would retain their special aviation components, Rather than merely oppose
unification, Secretary of the Navy James V. Forrestal asked Ferdinand Eberstadt
in June 1945 to head a study on national defense organization. When completed
in September 1945, the Eberstadt report recommended that three coequal
departments of war, navy, and air be recognized and that coordination between
them would be achieved by the statutory establishment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
a national security resources board, and a military munitions board. It
recommended the establishment of a national security council, which would
correlate the military and foreign policy of the United States.?

First presented to the public in October by Lt Gen J. Lawton Collins, the War
Department’s reorganization plan provided for a department of armed forces, a
chief of staff of the armed forces (who would provide gnidance to coequal army,
navy, and air force chiefs), and a director of common supply and hospitalization,

. The chief of staff of the armed forces and a chief of staff to the president together
with the chiefs of the three coequal branches would comprise the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, On 19 December 1945 President Harry S Truman proposed to Congress a
defense reorganization that made some concessions to the Eberstadt report but
drew most heavily on the proposals made by Admiral Richardson’s special
committee and the War Department’s plan. Under the president’s proposal, the
Navy would retain its carrier- and water-based air and the Marine Corps. While
Congress prepared for hearings, Truman established the National Intelligence
Authority by executive order on22 January 1946, In his judgment, all of the services
had agreed that there was a need for the coordination of foreign intelligence
activities

During 1946 lengthy hearings before congressional committees and numerous
Army-Navy conferences enabled the services to develop their respective positions
and determine what Congress was likely to approve in the way of armed service
reorganization. Speaking with candor, Adm Richmond K. Turner stated the Navy’s
opposition to unification: "Because the Navy has had and should retain in the future

. its position as the first line of military security for the United States, I believe the
Navy wilk never willingly agree to a consolidation of national military forces in any
manner that will silence the Navy’s voice in military affairs or materially restrict its
present responsibilities." Gen Alexander A, Vandegrift, commandant of the
Marine Corps, feared that "the single Secretary for Common Defense and the
all-powerful National Chief of Staff are entirely free either to abolish the Marine
Corps outright or to divest it of allits vital functions." Adm John H. Towers bluntly
charged that the new air force meant to take over naval aviation, saying in part: "I
fear—and I have good reason to fear— that the Army Air Force advocates of a
separate air force have well established in mind the plan, upen realization of a
separate service, to absorb naval aviation. . . . Approximately 40 percent of our
postwar Navy is aviation. Its loss wonld be completely disastrous to the Navy." On
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15 May 1946, Sen David I. Walsh and Rep Carl Vinson informed Secretary
Forrestal that Congress was not likely to approve the creation of one department
of defense under the administration of a single secretary, the appointment of a
single supreme commander of the armed forces, a curtailment of the Marine
Corps, a transfer of vital naval aviation functions to a separate air force, or the
elimination of the responsibilities of the secretaries of war and Navy to initiate and
support their budgets before Congress.*2

Held during May 1946, a series of conferences between Forrestal and Secretary
of War Robert P, Patterson developed fundamental poiats of disagreement
between the Navy and Army. The War Department position on aviation had been
suggested by Arnold’s testimony before the Senate Commiittee on Military Affairs
in October 1945, Arnold had said: "I think there is a definite place for the air arm
of the fleet, to work in conjunction with the fleet. . . . T do not think that the flat-fop
planes have the power to deliver the blows that are necessary for our primary air
force." In May 1946 the War Department thought that the separate air force should
develop and operate all military air resources except for carrier- and water-based .
aircraft deemed essential for Navy and Marine Corps operations and for such
land-type aircraft as were necessary for the internal administration of naval affairs,
for training, or for air transportation over routes of sole interest to naval forces
where such requirements could not be met by normal air transport facilities. The
Army Air Forces was already performing long-range reconnaissance, and the War
Department proposed that it could provide such reconnaissance to the Navy and
also meet surveillance requirements for antisubmarine warfare. As for the Marine
Corps, the War Department agreed on the requirement for a "balanced fleet
marine force including its supporting air component,” but it wished to limit the
marines to service with the fleet in connection with the seizure of enemy positions
not involving sustained land fighting and with phases of amphibious warfare
relating to waterborne aspects of landing operations. In rebuttal to these positions,
the Navy insisted that to perform fleet reconnaissance, conduct antisubmarine
warfare, and protect ocean shipping its aviation needs included a certain number
of land-based planes completely under naval control and manned by naval
personnel trained in naval warfare. The Navy insisted that the fleet marine force Q
should participate with the fleet without limitations in the seizure or defense of
advanced naval bases, in the conduct of limited land operations, and in amphibious
warfare

In aletter to Patterson and Forrestal on 15 June 1946, President Truman agreed
fo eliminate the single armed service chief of staff, but he insisted that there would
be asingle department of defense with coequal army, navy, and air force branches.
The president stated that naval aviation should be given every "opportunity to
develop its maximum usefulness." He believed, however, that land-based planes
for long-range reconnaissance, antisubmarine warfare, and protection of shipping
should be manned by air force personnel. Truman approved Forrestal’s plan for
the continued functioning of the Marine Corps. Finally, the president expressed a
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hope that unification legislation might be speedily enacted on the basis of the
Army-Navy agreements as supplemented by his decisions on the controversial
matters. Congress refused to be prodded and took no substantlal action on the
desired unification legislation during the remainder of 1946. Actmg again by
executive order, Truman vested in the chairman of the Army and Navy Munitions
Board the final authority over military procurement, and on 17 October he
established the President’s Scientific Research Board to supervise military
research and development activities,”

At an informal conference in his home early in November 1946, Secretary
Forrestal argued that the Army and Navy must make some new efforts to arrive at
a mutually acceptable unification plan, According to agreement, Maj Gen Lauris
Norstad, who was serving as the director of plans and operations on the War
Department General Staff, and Vice Adm Forrest P. Sherman, now the deputy
chief of naval operations, would work together to secure agreements. As a first
effort Norstad and Sherman sought to draft a directive that would provide uniform

. instructions to unified theater commanders, who would be charged with operations
of land, naval, and air forces. In 1941 and 1942 Army and Navy planners had
debated procedures for the command of joint operations without reaching final
conclusions. One proposal was that a theater commander should depend on his
subordinate air, ground, and naval commanders for advice and could have a staff
comprising men from his own service. A second concept was that a theater
commander ought to have a joint staff of officers from all services, who, after
collaboration with subordinate service commanders, would draw up plans that
would secure unity of action while leaving a good degree of freedom to the
subordinate commanders, Of all the theater commanders of World War II, only
Admiral Nimitz organized and used a joint staff. General MacArthur’s staff was
entirely composed of Army officers. In Europe, although General Eiserhower’s
staffhad officers from the several services, it was, nevertheless, dominated by Army
and AAF officers. And, even though he organized theater air and naval commands,
Eisenhower chose to command the theater ground forces personally and did not
establish a theater ground command. Despite the fact that they recognized that

. they could not make rigid rules for the exercise of unified command in the theaters,
Norstad and Shexman recommended that each theater commander employ a joint
staff. The Joint Chiefs of Staff accepted this proposal and issued a directive on 14
December 1946 that required unified commanders to establish "a joint staff with
appropriate members from the various comGponents of the services under this
command in key positions of responsibility,""

Following the agreement on unified theater command staffs, Norstad and
Sherman resumed consideration of the higher level problems of armed service
unification. They forwarded their agreements on these subjects to President
Truman on 16 January 1947 and continued to work in the president’s office where
a draft of a proposed national security act was drawn up and submitted to Congress
on 27 February. In the late spring, Senate and House committees held hearings
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and made amendments to the bill, many of them designed to prevent any change
in the status of the Marine Corps or naVal aviation. President Truman signed the
National Security Act on 26 July 1947.17

The National Security Act of 1947 created the National Military Establishment
and made substantial changes in the nation’s defense organization to include a
separate Air Force, but the act represented federalization rather than unification
of the armed services. To coordinate national security efforts, the act established
the National Security Council, which would advise the president on the integration
of domestic, foreign, and military policies. The Central Intelligence Agency, which
superseded all national intelligence authority, would coordinate all governmental
intelligence activities and report to the National Security Council, The National
Security Resources Board was established to advise the president concerning the
coordination of military, industrial, and civilian mobilization problems. Within the
National Military Establishment, the secretary of defense was authorized to
establish general policies and programs, exercise general direction, take steps to
eliminate duplication, and to supervise and coordinate the budget estimates of the .
departments of Army, Navy, and Air Force. Each service secretary, however, was
accorded direct access to the president and to the director of the budget. The law
also provided that each department should be administered as an individual
executive department. With its membership to comprise the chiefs of staff of the
Army and the Air Force, the chief of naval operations, and the chief of staff to the
president, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were provided a joint staff of not more than 100
officers and was charged principally "to prepare strategic plans and to provide for
the strategic direction of the military forces." The act also provided for the
organization of a Munitions Board and aResearch and Development Board within
the National Defense Establishment.!®

On the same day that he signed the National Security Act of 1947, President
Truman nominated James Forrestal as the first secretary of defense and issued an
executive order prescribing the functions of the several armed forces. Guarantees
for the unchanged status of the Marine Corps and for land-based naval aviation

already had been added to the basic law. But Truman’s executive order charged "
the United States Air Force to organize, train, and equip air forces for air .
operations including joint operations; to gain and maintain general air superiority;

to establish local air superiority where and as required; to develop a strategic air
force and conduct strategic air reconnaissance operations; to provide airlift and
support for airborne operations; to furnish air support to land and naval forces
inclueding support of occupation forces; and to provide air transport for the armed
forces except as provided by the Navy for its own use.

Key West Agreements on Roles and Missions

Speaking on 26 July 1947, retired Lt Gen James H. Doolittle exclaimed: "This
is the day Billy Mitchell dreamed of." Toward the end of a transition period
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provided in the law, James Forrestal assumed the duties of secretary of defense on
17 September 1947 and on 18 September 1947 W, Stuart Symington took the oath
of office as the first secretary of the Department of the Air Force. Althongh it
hailed the National Security Act of 1947 as a substantial achievement, A Force
Magazine, voicing the sentiments of the new Air Force Association, pointed out
that important matters remained to be resolved:

Still to be decided 1s the wrritating question of where naval arr authonty ends and Air
Force responsibility begins. . . Still to come are the ncreased econonues which can only
be achieved through the avoidance of duplication, mulfiple use of equpment, and a
combmed training program —and the even greater economtes which will be realized
only when it 15 possible to draw on one air force for the requirements of all other
SeIVICES,

Ii is difficult to determine from available records exactly what opinions Air
Force leaders held on the matter of integrating all military aviation into the Urited
States Air Force. Even though his opinion was not official, Alexander P. de
Seversky had suggested in Victory through Awr Power that naval aircraft carriers
would become unnecessary in view of the fact that "ultimately war in the skies will
be conducted from the home grounds, with everything in between turned into a
no-man’s land.” He also had argued that for purely aerodynamic and engineering
reasons, naval carrier-based aircraft, which had to be designed to operate from the
restricted areas of carrier flight decks, would always be inferior in performance to
land-based aircraft of similar types 1 On the basis of wartime lessons that carrier
aircraft should be jet powered and able to carry heavier bombs, the Navy had
initiated design of a 65,000-ton aircraft carrier in 1945; construction of the
supercarrier, to be known as the CVA-58 or the USS United States, was begun prior
to unification. The Navy conceived that the prototype filush-deck CVA-58 would
be employed in task group, along with a Midway-class (CVB) carrier, two
Essex-class (CV) carriers, and supporting and screening ships. Launching while
the task group was still some 500 to 600 miles at sea, the CVA-58’s long-range
aircraft would neutralize hostile air bases ashore, permitting the task group to run
within 200 miles of an enemy coast and launch its strike aircraft to accomplish naval
missions,”

Shortly after ke took office as secretary of defense, Forrestal remarked that the
Navybelieved that the Air Force wanted to get control of all military aviation, while
the Air Force believed that the Navy was trying to encroach upon the strategic air
prerogatives of the Air Force.”> On1 March 1948 the Joint Congressmnal Aviation
Policy Board reported that there were basic differences of opinion between the
Air Force and the Navy as to the mission of naval aviation set forth in Truman’s
executive order and in the provisions of the National Security Act of 1947. "As an
example,” the board reported, "the Navy interprets the law to permit it to develop
any type of weapon and to base its plans and requirements on the utilization of any
weapon. The Navy contends that it is complying with the law in disregarding the
executive order on this point because the law and executive order are in conflict."
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Secretary Forrestal told Gen Omar N, Bradley, shortly after the latter became
Army chief of staff in February 1948 that the large aircraft carrier had already
been approved and would be built.® Forrestal nevertheless, concluded that the
time had come to decide "who will do what with what." Hence, he assembled the
Joint Chiefs of Staff at Key West, Florida, on 11 March 1948 to thrash out roles
and missions. As basic guidance, Forrestal demanded that the three services each
recognize the need for mutual support of each other’s legal missions. According
to Forrestal, the Joint Chiefs reached basicagrecment that the Navywould proceed
with the developments of weapons that it considered essential to its
functions —including the 65,000-ton aircraft carrier and nuclear bombs that could
be transported on naval aircraft— provided that the Navy would not develop a
separate strategic air force. The Air Force recognized the right and need for the
Navy to participate in an all-out air campaign and to atfack inland enemy targets,
for example, airfields from which hostile aircraft might be lannched to attack a
fleet. The formal agreements of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were subsequently
approved by President Truman on 21 April 1948 and 1ssued under the title of 0
"Functions of the Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff."?5

Following historical patterns, the Key West agreement specified that the Army
had primary interest in operations on land, the Navy in operations at sea, and the
Air Force in operations in the air. Forces developed to meet the requirements of
primary functions were to be employable in collateral functions that supported and
supplemented the other services in carrying out their primary functions. The
primary functions of the United States Air Force were: to defend the United States
against air attack, to gain and maintain general air supremacy, to defeat enemy air
forces, to control vital air areas, to establish local air superiority, to conduct
strategic air warfare, to organize and equip air forces for joint amphibious and
airborne operations, to furnish close combat andlogistical air support to the Army,
and to provide (with exceptions) air transport for the armed forces, In coordination
with the other services, the Air Force was charged to develop doctrines and
procedures for the defense of the United States from air attack, joint amphibious
and airborne operations, and air defense from land areas. Specific collateral
functions of the Air Force included a responsibility to interdict enemy sea power .
through air operations, to conduct antisubmarine warfare and protect shipping,
and to conduct aerial minelaying operations. Among its primary functions, the
Navy was to conduct air operations as necessary in a naval campaign; to establish
local air superiority in an area of naval operations; and to perform naval
reconnaissance, conduct antisubmarine warfare, protect shipping, and perform
minelaying, including the air aspects of such tasks. The Navy’s colfateral functions
required it to interdict enemy land, air power, and communications through
operations at sea; to provide close air support for land operations, to furnish aerial
photography for cartographic purposesi and to participate in the overall air efforts
as directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 27
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Speaking for the Navy, Vice Adm Arthur W. Radford subsequently described
the Key West agreements as "one of the most remarkable documents that has ever
been produced along those lines."®® In a conversation with Forrestal on 16 March
1948, however, General Spaatz objected to a proposed press release to the effect
that agreements in all major areas had been reached at Key West. Spaatz said that
the question of whether there were to be two air forces or one air force had not
been resolved.?’ Gen Hoyt S. Vandenberg, who succeeded Spaatz as Air Force
chief of staff on 30 April 1948, assured Forrestal on 28 July that the Air Force was
not trying to get control of alI aviation but suggested that the nation could not
continne to spend scarce funds on two duplicating programs— long-range bombers
and supercarriers. "I said," Forrestal recorded in his diary in regard to the
conversation with Vandenberg, "T was against the development of a new fleet of
supercarriers by the Navy but I felt it was most important that one such ship,
capable of carrymg the weight of a long-range bombing plane, go forward."*’ Inan.
article appearing in Life magazine on 16 August, Spaatz charged that the Navy's
65,000-ton carrier represented anattempt to create a second air force for industrial
bombing when much still needed to be done to provide a eruly balanced structure
around the core of one air force.3!

Noting on 9 August that the Key West agreements apparently had not provided
a solution of disputes in the field of strategic air warfare, Forrestal asked General
Spaatz and Admiral Towers to return from retirement for a few days and to set
down their concepts of strategic air warfare asit might have to be waged in defense
of the United States. In a memorandum on 18 August, Spaatz and Towers were
said to have agreed that the Key West decisions were sound but in need of
interpretation, that "no sharp line can be drawn between strateg:tc bombmg and
tactical bombing," and that the Navy’s ability to perform its primary missions would
require it "to provide for the dehvery of atomic bombs.™ In an effort to clarify the
Key West agreements further, Forrestal assembled the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the
Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, on 20 Aungust 1948, Here it was
agreed that "each service, in the fields of its primary missions, must have exclusive
responsibilityfor programming and planning, and the necessary authority," but that
"in the execution of any mission of the armed services, all available resources must
be used to the maximum overall effectiveness.> Ata meeting of senior officexs in
the Pentagon on 24 August, Forrestal expressed optimism that problems of roles
and missions finally had been resolved. "I am convinced that at the top command
levels," he said, "there is a clear understanding of the exclusive role of the Air Force
in the field of strategic air warfare and . .. the intent of the Air Force not merely
to permit but to seek all the help it can get from Naval Air in the use of air power,
either strategically or tactically. Likewise, the Navy is assigned the exclusive role
in the field of anti-submarine warfare; and. .. . the intent of the Navyis also to invite
all the help it can get from the Air Force in carrying out this mission.">

Although progress was being made i determining the roles and misstons of the
armed forces, at least two retired Air Force officers continued to believe that all
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military aviation should be consolidated. In December 1948 General Doolittle
criticized the National Security Act of 1947 as "an unfortunate compromise” that
had failed to accept Army Air Forces recommendations that there be one separate
autonomous Air Force, complete coordination of the three armed forces, a head
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and roles and missions designated by executive order
rather than by legislation. Doolittle wished to concentrate all military aviation in
the US Air Force: "One specialized branch of the Air Force," he said, "would
operate with the Navy just asa specialized branch, the Tactical Air Force, now
cooperates with the Army." Tn October 1949 General Spaatz wrote: "The Navy
now spends more than half its total appropriation in support of navat aviation. The
result is that the Nation is dissipating its wealth and wasting aviation talent in
supporting two air forces." Specifically queried about the Spaatz article, Secretary
Symington emphasized that the view that there should be one air force was not an
official Air Force position. "I know of no officer in the Air Force," he said, "who
agrees with the position that there should be one Air Force for the country."

Unified and Specified Commands

Although roles and missions were in dispute, the secretary of defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff successfully provided command and control arrangements for
unified and specified commands. When the wnified theater commands were
officially formed in December 1946, the Joint Chiefs of Staff continued to exercise
command over them but designated an individual chief of staff as the executive
agent for a particular unified command. When the Strategic Air Command was
established, the general understanding was that the new command would be
centrally controlled and directed by orders of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; but Air
Force mission statements provided that the Strategic Air Command would operate
in accordance with directives and policies received from the commanding general,
Army Air Forces, and later the chief of staff of the Air Force. The Strategic Air
Command could not be handled as a wnified command (which included Army,
Navy, and Air Force forces) since it was composed only of Air Force forces. To
solve this problem, the Key West agreements authorized the Joint Chiefs of Staff .
to designate one of their members as executive agent for unified commands and
for certain operations, and specified commands. A specified command thus came
to be a single-service command under the Joint Chiefs. Though the Joint Chiefs
ultimately stated that the Strategic Air Command had been responsible to them
since 14 December 1946, they did not officially assign the mission of conducting
strategic air warfare operations to the Strategic Air Command until 13 April 1949.
At this time they provided that the Strategic Air Command — functioning under
the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the Air Force chief of staff serving as their executive
agent—was authorized to direct the strategic air offensive; assign targets, weight
of effort, and timing of air operations; and coordinate strategicstrikes with theater
air activities to prevent interference between forces and secure maximum tactical
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advantages.’’ As the first fruits of tangible unification, Secretary Forrestal issued,
on3 May 1948, a final directive uniting the Air Transport Command and the Naval
Air Transport Service in anew command to be known as the Military Air T'ransport
Service (MATS); the merger was effective on 1 June 1948, The new MATS was
charged to provide air transport for the National Mmtarg Establishment under the
command and direction of the Air Force chief of staff>

Building the Air Force’s Internal Structare

Definitive planning for the organization of the air force in the postwar structure
of the armed forces had begun within the War Department in the autumn of 1943.
Establishing the structure of the separate postwar air force necessarily involved
assumptions as to the fundamental purposes of military forces, the basic missions
of the air force in national defense, and the probable nature of future hostilities.
Closely related to each of these matters was the question about the amount of
financial support that could be expected in the years of peace that were expected
to follow the ending of World War II.

"The primary function of the armed forces is, when called upon to do so, to
support and, within the sphere of military effort, to enforce the national policy of
the nation," stated Maj Gen Thomas T. Handy’s War Department Operations
Division planning paper that went forward to General Marshall on 28 QOctober
1943, "There must," Handy continued, "be a complete correlation of national policy
with military policy; of the political ends to be sought with the military means to
achieve them, Such correlatlon must be flexible; adaptable to changing conditions
and changing needs.” Although the expressed idea that military forces should
support national policy was relatively new in the United States, Marshall readily
approved Handy’s basic statement. In his final war report, Marshall additionally
defined his own conception of the relationship of force to diplomacy. "Our
diplomacy must be wise and it must be strong,” he warned. "If our diplomacy is not
backed by a sound security policy, it is, in my opinion, forecast to failure."

Since the purpose of military force was to support national policy, Handy
proposed that a force in being, not a potential one, was required "for prompt attack
in any part of the world in order to crush the very be 1gmnmgs of lawless aggression,
in cooperation with other peace-loving nations.”™" General Marshall, however,
would not approve the concept of a large standing Army because its cost would be
prohibitive, because the men needed to fill its ranks would not be obtained by
recruitment in time of peace, and because it would be repugnant to the American
people. Marshall wanted to develop a system and an organization that would
endure for years rather than be organized against the expectation that war might
begin at some arbitrary date "We were trying to avoid war," he explained, "but at
the same time we carefully had to avoid a financial effect on our economy which
would be as disastrous as a war might well be." With these basic beliefs, Marshall
placed his faith in combat-ready air power rather than a large ground army. He
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endorsed Handy’s paper with a marginal notation: "I think maintenance of sizeable
ground expedmonary force probably impracticable except on a basis of allotment
of fillers after six months. Having air power will be the quickest remedy

‘When Maj Gen Barney M. Giles, chief of Air Staff of the Army Air Forces, laid
the basic ground rules for planning the postwar air force on 11 December 1943, he
specified that the air force would be autoromous and would maintain "an ‘M’ day
force, instantly ready to repel attack or to quash any incipient threat to world
peace. " Giles assumed that the air force would consist of a GHQ, six air forces,
and air units stationedona cham of permanent bases from the Philippines eastward
to the west coast of Africa’® Brig Gen Howard A, Craig, chief of operations,
commitments, and resources (OC&R), immediately protested the plan because it
appeared to parcel ount the air striking force among six commands. "Forty very
heavy bomber groups," Craig argued, "could be moved from Kansas to prepared
bases anywhere in the world in a matter of hours. This precious striking force
should be retained centrally available for concentration against the ene my, safe
from sabotage, treachery, or the dangers native to piecemeal distribution.™” Maj '.
Gen Westside T, Larson, commander of the Third Air Force, agreed with Craig:
"The powerful very heavy air arm. . ., like a fleet ‘in being,’ must not be strategically
disposed of in the Pacific or Atlantic areas on fixed or permanent location but on
the contraryshould remain a compact force, free to move and be temporarilybased
in any of the numerous strategic areas—strategy being a continuing element
dependent upon the vacillating policy of foreign countries.” Larson also urged that
the postwar plan "should incorporate the operation of the Air Force directlyunder
the Commander US Air Forces and not as a patt of any task force organization
that may be set up in the various strategic theaters."*

Although creating the Twentieth Air Force on 4 April 1944 established the
precedent for the unified command and employment of strategic air striking forces,
the postwar status of tactical air forces continued to be a problem, In December
1944 Brig Gen Frederic H. Smith, Jr., deputy chief of the Air Staff, stated that a
proposal to establish a postwar tactical air force to handle air-ground training was
"fallacious in principle and dangerous in implication." Smith argued that only two
overseas theaters had established tactical air forces and he urged: "Strategic Air ‘
Forces must when the situation demands be employed in tactical operations and
vice versa."6 As has been seen, General Norstad was initially sympathetic to the
tactical air force, but nuclear weapons caused him to change his mind. Since
tactical air units obviously could nof be ¢mployed until the strategic air offensive
had been completed, Norstad favored the ma.mtenance of a nuclews for a tactical
air force that could be expanded after M-day

In view of the impending Allied victory in World War I, the air defense of the
United States apparently was not considered to be of pressing importance. In a
study prepared on 30 May 1945, however, Maj Gen H. R. Oldfield, the AAF special
assistant for antiaircraff, pointed ouf that fighter-interceptors, signal aircraft
warning services, and antiaircraft artillery units were complementary members of
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an air defense team., "To divorce the antiaircraft artillery from this team and place
it on a cooperative basis,” Oldfield thought, "not only violates the principle of unity
of effort and of economy of force but endangers the success of the air defense
mission.' Ma_] Gen Donald Wilson, who had become chief of OC&R, proposed
on 6 June 1943 that air defense commands ought to be organized in the United
States and charged to give their full attention to defense work. Wilson was critical
of the wartime arrangement wherein three continental air forces had been charged
with air defense at the same time that they were principally concerned with training
of air force units.*® After studying air defense requirements, Arnold forwarded a
study to the War Department Operations Division on 4 August 1945, which
outlined the unitary problem of air defense and recommended that antiaircraft
artillery should be transferred from the Army to the postwar air force.

Few of the postwar organizational problems were as perplexing as the future of
air transport and troop carrier aviation. The Air Transport Command wished to
continue into the postwar period at a strength of approximately six squadrons, each
with 10 four-engine transports. Brig Gen Willtam D. Old and Lt Gen Lewis H.
Brereton advocated establishing a postwar airtborne army, which would combine
airborne troops and troop carrier aircraft. 51 According to rumor, the War
Department General Staff bounced the airborne army proposal from office to
office, with no one liking it but everyone hesitating to disapprove it. In the end the
War Department G-3 indicated that it preferred that the headquarters of a troop
carrier command and of the airborne force be maintained separately but located
in close proximity to permit intimate coordination without consolidation.*? In
assessing the potential impact of nuclear weapons on air force organization,
however, Norstad offered the opinion that troop carrier aviation ought to be
integrated into the Air Transport Command and that the air force ought to procure
large transport planes that could provide mobility to a strategic bombing force or
Lift Jarge numbers of ground troops.53

Postwar Air Organization Plans

When the Air Staff began to make plans for the postwar air force, it based its
organizational conception on the War Department’s plan to maintain a postwar
Army of 1,700,000 men. On this basis, Arnold approved an initial air force objective
on 25 February 1944 calling for 105 groups, divided into 40 very heavy
bombardment, two heavy bombardment, four medium and light bombardment, 45
fighter, three reconnaissance, and 11 troop carrier groups. The size of this force
was devised without consideration of cost, but the force would be capable of
"striking quickly and forcibly" on M-day and Maj Gen Laurence S. Kuter defended
it as being necessary to keep the peace in a troubled world. When the
1,700,006-man Army was brought to General Marshall’s attention on 13 November
1944, however, he rejected it out of hand because the annual cost of supporting
such an Army would be excessive.>*

203

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
e

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

To justify a more economical postwar plan, the War Department adopted more
optimistic assumptions that an enemy would launch an all-out attack against the
United States without a declaration of war and that the United States would have
no allies for at least 18 months. But the War Department further assumed that "the
United States will have cognizance of the possibility of war for at least one year,
and during this year preparatory measures will be iraugurated.” Marshall approved
these assumptions on 13 March 19453 A few months later, the War Department
G-4 questioned the realism of the assumption that the United States would have
12 months’ warning time; but the air force wished to continue wsing this assumption
as the basis of its plannmg becaunse it would pose a strong requirement for the
development of alert national intelligence.’ % Givena year in which to mobilize, the
Army Air Forces adopted a plan on 21 May 1945 calling for the retention of 78
groups in the interim air force. Since aircraft could not be stockpiled for a future
mobilization emergency, Arnold also asked Congress to retain a substantial
portion of the government-owned aitcraft plants and machine tools on a standby
status.’’? .

‘When the 78-group strength was rejected by the War Department as financially
impracticable, Lt Gen Ira C. Eaker, deputy commander of the Army Air Forces,
reached a decision on 29 August 1945 that 70 groups with approximately 400,000
personnel would be the bedrock minimum strength required by the postwar air
force. This absolutely minimum strength would provide a force that could be
operationally ready on D-day and still provide training for a million and a half men
that the air force would mobilize for a planned five-year war; it was the smallest
size force that would keep aircraft production in a sufficiently ready state to meet
mobilization requirements; and it was the size force that could man the essential
air bases that would be required in a combat and mobilization emergency. The
Army Air Forces projected that the 70-group strength would include 21 very heavy
bomber, five light bomber, 22 fighter, three all-weather fighter, nine strategic and
tactical reconnaissance, and 10 troop carrier groups, plus 22 separate specialized
squadrons. This regular strength would be backed up by 27 Air National Guard
and 34 Air Force Reserve groups.58

The reduction of the Army Air Forces postwar strength from 105 to 70 groups ‘
caused revisions in organizational planning, "In the interest of economy," General
Eaker stated on 21 May 1945, "air power which can be applied to the
accomplishment of more than one of its missions must not be duplicated. "9 The
Headquarters Continental Air Forces already had begun to operate at Bolling
Field on 1 April 1945; on 8 September its chief of staff, Maj Gen Samuel E.
Anderson, proposed that the Continental Air Forces should be charged to provide
a global striking force, to provide tactical air force units for cooperative training
with Armyand Navyforces, to plan the air defense of the conl:mental United States,
and to train combat units and crews for overseas service Seekmg a similar
organization of air transport resources, the Air Staff prepared a joint staff study
on 5 September 1945 that recommended the consolidation of troop carrier and air
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transport units into a single Air Transport Command, which would serve as the
major headquarters over the Troop Carrier Command, a continental air transport
division, and a foreign air transport dwvision.5! General Arnold never acted on the
proposal to place all combat aviation under the single Continental Air Forces.
Instead, on 5 December 1945 he directed that the Air Transport Command and
troop carrier forces wounld remain a separate organizational status.®2

Recegnition of Research and Development

At the same time the Air Staff was considering the organization of the postwar
air force, Arnold gave an increasing amount of his own thought to postwarresearch
and development. In the war years, the Air Technical Service Command had been
more concerned with production than with research and development.ﬁ?’ Research
and development responsibilities had been divided among the air communications
officer on the Air Staff, the Air Materiel Command, the AAF Board, and the Air
Proving Ground Command; the system had worked only because of the
cooperation of the varions commanders involved,® Convinced that American
military research and development had often been inferior to that of its enemies,
General Arnold asked Dr Theodore von Karman on 7 November 1944 to head and
to organize an AAF scientific advisory group that wounld outline a research and
development program to guide the air force for 10 to 20 years. Arnold informed
von Karman that the "object of total war is to destroy the enemy’s will to resist
thereby, enabling vs to force our will on him," and he asked that the scientific
advisory group indicate the potential scientific lines of advance that the air force
might take to accomplish a predominantly offensive mission.% After ayear’s study,
the von Karman group would complete on 15 December 1945 a monumental report
entitled Toward New Horizons.

While the scientific study was progressing, Arnold continued to point out that
the air force "must have enough money and enough people and enough facilities
to carry on necessary experimental research and developroent work to keep the
US Army Air Forces and US aviation in the No. 1 position which they now
occupy."®’ In a talk to his staff on 12 January 1945, Arnold "drew a picture of the
next war as starting without warning with thousands of pitotless ‘things’ suddenly
raining destruction over Washington and other prime targets in the United States "
As a defense in this scenario, he visualized "other ‘things,” not only secking out the
enemy’s weapons, but also counteroffensive weapons which would seek out and
destroy the enemy’s ability to manufacture the articles for waging war."%®
Appearing before a Senate committee on 18 October 1945, Arnold said:

The first essential of air power necessary for peace and security 1s the preemumence 1n
research, .. . We must rememberat all times that the degree of national secunty rapidly
declines when rehance is placed on the quantity of existing equipment nstead of 1ts
quality ... We must count on serentific advances raquining us to replace about one-fifth
of existing Aar Forces equipment each year and we must be sure that these additions

205

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
e

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

are the most advanced in the whole world. To this end the best scientific talents of the
country must be mobilized continuously and without delay,

Air officers had a good apprecdiation of the importance of research and
development, but they were much less sure as to how to organize for it. At this
juncture, no one apparently suggested that research and development in air
materiel should be divided from procurement and production. Based on a
postulate that tactical research and proof testing ought to be separate from the
development function, the AAF Board recommended on 29 April 1944 that the
wartime relationship of the AAF Board, the AAF Tactical Center, the AAF
Proving Ground Command, and the A1r Materiel Command ought to continue
unchanged in the postwar air force.”® In September 1945 Brig Gen Eugene L.
Eubank recommended that if the AAF Board were made directly responsible to
the highest command level and augmented with highly qualified officers it would
be "capable of solving problems of any magnitude related to Air Force
development, tactics, and techmques." Other authorities regarded the AAF ‘.
Board as being only one of several important research and analysis agencies. Col
Barton W. Leach, chief of the Operations Analysis Division, for example,
suggested that the AAF Board, the Operations Analysis Division, the AAF
evaluation boards, and the Scientific Advisory Group were so closely related in
function that they ought to be placed under the unified du'ectlon of an Air Staff
officer in charge of analysis, evaluation, and research.”? Apparently without
recognizing that he was circumscribing the province of the AAF Board, General
Arnold established an All-Weather Air Forces Board at Lockbourne AFB, Ohio,
on 16 June 1945 and charged it to evolve and implement a long-range research and
development program for all-weather air operations. Without gnidance from
above, the Lockbourne center was soon reported to be more concerned with

"gadgeteering” than with orderly mvestlgatmn 3 At O1lando, Florida, the AAF
Board had enjoyed a close relationship with the educational facilities of the AAF
School, but on 29 November 1945 the school was physically transferred to Maxwell
Field, Alabama, where the Air University was being estabhshed

General Spaatz’s Air Force Reorganization ‘

In the period prior to November 1945, the Army Air Forces laboriously planned
a postwar organization, but the final approval of all planning would be dependent
on the wishes of Gen Dwight D. Fisenhower, who became Army chief of staff on
19 November 1945, and General Spaatz, who began to assume the duties of
commanding general, Army Air Forces, when General Arnold requested
retirement on 8 November, Although Arnold would not begin his terminal leave
until 1 March 1946, he thought that his successor should have the responsibility for
forming the policies that he would have to carry out. On 29 November, Eisenhower
appointed a board of officers under Lt Gen William H. Simpson and charged it to
prepare a definifive plan for the recrganization of the Army and the Army Air

206

N

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

AF IN NATIONAL DEFENSE

Forces that could be effectuated by executive orders and that would permit the
separation of the air force from the Army. On 15 November, Spaatz had noted that
there was a "tendency to over-emphasize long-range bombardment, and to ignore
the versatile application of arr power." In January 1946, Eisenhower and Spaatz
laxd aside the concept that all combat air power might be concentrated in the
Continental Air Forces and agreed between them that the major commands of the
Army Air Forces should be the Strategic Air Command, the Air Defense
Command, the Tactical Air Command, the Air Technical Service Command,* the
Air Training Command, the Air University, the Army Air Forces Center, and the
Air Transport Command Even though the organization of the Tactical Awr
Command appeared to represent a reversal of earlier expressed concepts that
combat air power ought to be capable of both strategic and ground support
missions, Spaatz later stated that he organized the Tactical Air Command at his
own volition with no pressure from General Eisenhower 76

The command reorganization of the Army Air Forces outlined by Eisenhower
and Spaatz was keyed to the establishment of the Strategic Air Command, which
was visualized as a long-range striking force equipped with atomic-capable B-29s
and possibly B-36s. The Strategic Air Command’s planes would be based in the
United States and would be deployed to forward bases if necessary Effective on
21 March 1946, Headquarters Continental Air Forces was redesignated as
Headquarters Strategic Air Command; on 21 October 1946 the new headquarters
moved from Bolling Field to Andrews Field, Maryland In its mission statement,
the Strategic Air Command was charged to conduct long-range operations in any
part of the world at any time; to perform maximum long-range reconnaissance over
land or sea; and to provide combat operations in any part of the globe, employing
the latest and most advanced weapons. The Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces were
assigned to the Strategic Air Command. 7

"We feel," stated Spaatz, "that the air defense of the Umted States cannot be left
to chance. . . . We must be properly organized 50 that there cannot possibly be an
air surprise such as occurred at Pearl Harbor"® AAF leaders continued to urge
that the air defense of the United States should be a centralized system that would
control fighter aircraft, radar, and antiaircraft artillery; and they believed that
antiaircraft artillery should be integrated into the Army Aur Forces. According to
rumor, antiaircraft artillery officers in the Army Ground Forces did not want to
mtegrate with the Army Air Forces. The Simpson board recommended that
antiaircraft artillery should not be transferred to the Army Air Forces but that
antiaircraft artiller¥ units should be trained and attached to Army Air Forces units
from time to time.”” The Air Defense Command was activated at Mitchel Field,
New York, effective on 27 March 1946, and the Furst, Second, Fourth, Tenth,
Eleventh, and Fourteenth Air Forces assigned to it. The Air Defense Command
was charged to provide for the air defense of the United States, but it was obvious

* In March 1946 the Air Techmcal Service Command was redesignated as the Awr Materiel

Command
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very early that providing tactical units to it would be difficult. Despite statements
to the contrary, the War Department and the Army Air Porces held arelaxed view
that air defense would be a mobilization measure. In the event of a war emergency,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff would organize defense commands and make Navy,
Strategic Air Command, and Tactical Air Command fighters available to the
control of the Air Defense Command. In such an event, Air National Guard and
AirForce Reserve fighter units would be mobilized and the Air Defense Command
accordingly would be charged to organize, adminvister, train, and maintain the Air
National Guard and the Air Force Reserve 5

Since the tactical air forces and ground forces had worked closely together in
Europe, Spaatz wished to retain a close relationship between the headquarters of
the Tactical Air Command and that of the Army Ground Forces. As a result,
Headquarters Tactical Air Command was activated at Tampa, Florida, on 21
March 1946 but was moved on 27 May to Langley Field, Virginia, where it was
proximate to Headquarters Army Ground Forees (later Army Field Forces) at Fort
Monroe, Virginia. The mission of the Tactical Air Command required it to
cooperate with land and sea forces in gronnd and amphibious operations and to
train and equip tactical air units for operations anywhere in the world. It also was
charged to promote "progressive development of air-ground coordination
techniques and doctrines." Assigned to the Tactical Air Command were the Third
and Ninth Air Forces and the IX Troop Carrier Command, but the latter was soon
disbanded and replaced by the Third Air Force (Troop Carrier).5!

In view of earlier decisions to refain them without change, the Air Materiel
Command, the Air Transport Command, and the Air Training Command
continued in being when the War Department reorganization was annonnced on
14 May 1946.52 still seeking to distinguish between the air transport and the troop
carrier mussion, the Army Air Forces stated the policy that the Air Transport
Command would be responsible for air transport service between the United
States and the overseas theaters and among the overseas theaters. The troop
carrier units had to be prepared for airborne assault and for airlanded operations
and for the performance of intratheater airlift at the discretion of the theater
commanders.5?

Continuing Thinking about Research and Development

Unlike the organization of the combat functions, which progressed rapidly
toward a functional alignment of responsibilities, the establishment of a framework
for air research and development was marked by numerous changes in plans. In
order to "shake down" for peacetime operations, Headquarters Army Air Forces
was reorganized on 15 September 1945 with five assistant chiefs of Air Staff:
ACAS-1 (Personnel), ACAS-2 (Intelligence), ACAS-3 (Training and
Operations), ACAS-4 (Supply), and ACAS-5 (Plans). Research and development
functions, which had been handled by Organization, Commitments, and
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Requirements, passed to ACAS-3.3 In the last weeks before he retired, General
Arnold spent most of his time thinking about the future development of the Air
Force. At the advice of Dr Edward L. Bowles, Arnold, or 5 December 1945,
directed the establishment of a deputy chief of air staff, research and development.
Headed by Maj Gen Curtis E. LeMay, the new Air Staff office was charged to
prepare the overall research and development program for the Air Force and to
concern itself with policy matters affecting the research and development program.
The Air Materiel Command would continue as the field agency responsible for
research and development programs.

At the same time that he was centralizing responsibility for future research and
development in the Air Staff, Arnold wanted fo initiate new research projects
before plentiful wartime funds dried up. In September 1945 Arnold took Bowles
with him on a trip to the west coast where, late in the month, they met Donald
Douglas and F. R, Collbohm in a luncheon conference at Hamilton Field,
California. At this meeting, Arnold proposed to divert $10 million from the Air
Force’s fiscal year 1946 procurement budget and to commit it to a long-range
project wherein the Douglas Aireraft Corporation would assemble a staff of
civilian engineers and scientists to study the entire subject of intercontinental
warfare and the best means of waging it, The staff would also be prepared to
evaluate the military worth of competing systems of warfare, current and future,
with the objective of providing air planners with the best possible guides as to the
most economical and effective means of achieving the AAF mission. When
Douglas agreed to undertake the project, the Air Materiel Command negotiated
a $10-million, three-year contract beginning in May 1946 for a study of future
watfare. This contract was the genesis of the nonprofit Research and Development
(Rand) Corporation, which would be located at Santa Monica, California, and
which would split away from Douglas in a mutually agreeable action in 1948.%6

In the summer of 1944 the Air Staff had discussed and dismissed a proposition
that an air council ought to be created to sit in Washington and provide high-level
policy guidance. This proposal was apparently voted down because of the belief
that the Air Staff could act as an air council when such was l:uacc:ssary.mT In spite of
the transfer of the AAF School to Maxwell Field, where it would be redesignated
as the Air University on 12 March 1946, air planning continued to visualize that
the AAF Center would comprise the AAF Board and the AAF Proving Ground
Command, In January 1946, however, Spaatz directed on 12 Febrnary that the Air
Board be established with Maj Gen Hugh J. Knerr as its secretary-general. As
formally established on 5 March, the Air Board comprised the commanding
general, the deputy commanding general, the secretary-general, the commanders
of major AAF commands, and such other retired officers, civilians, and Air
National Guard and Air Reserve officers as the commanding general of the Axmy
Air Forces might care to appoint, The mission of the Air Board required it to study
problems and policies and make recommendations to the AAF commander.®
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Establishing the Air Board necessitated disbanding the AAF Board, since, as
General Eaker observed, "there should not be two air boards." Tn his study of the
matter, Norstad suggested that the Air Board already had assumed responsibility
for advising the AAF commander on all general policies. He suggested that the
AAF Board mission of reviewing and evaluating tests of materiel and new
developments should be assigned to the AAF Proving Ground Command, thus
allowing that command to review and evaluate its own tests, He recommended that
the missions of the AAF Board, which required it to "determine lessons learned
from current combat operations” and to "develop and recommend the doctrines
and techniques to be used in the training employment of the Army Air Forces,”"
should be assigned to the new Air University. Norstad pointed out that at the Air
University "hundreds of instructors, spurred on by the sharp analysis and questions
of thousands of highly-experienced students," would constantly evaluate combat
doctrines, "They," said Norstad, "can probably do a better job, resolve a greater
amount of sound air thinking into usable doctrine than any other grmép of men
anywhere. And they will do it whether or not they are charged with it."® .

The disposition of the AAF Board and the distribution of its missions closely
followed Norstad’s recommendations. On 8 March 1946 the AAF Center was /1‘
redesignated as the AAF Proving Ground Command, and the center’s :
personnel — together with that of the AAF Board - moved to Eglin Field, Florida,
where the AAF Board was formally inactivated on 1 July 1946.”° On the same day
the Air Staff directed the Air University to develop basic doctrines and concepts
for the employment of air power; to review, revise, and prepare basic AAF
doctrines for publication; to maintain continning research into the strategic,
tactical, and defensive concepts of air power; to review and evaluate new tactics,
techniques, and organization and make recommendations regarding them; to
collect, analyze, and disseminate information or new methods and techniques of
aerial warfare; to plan and supervise the development and testing of new and
improved methods and techniques of aerial warfare; and to approve, activate, and
designate test agencies and monitor all projects involving tactical unit testing,”*

The redistribution of the missions and responsibilities of the AAF Board
marked the completion of the postwar organization of the Army Air Forces. At
Mazxwell Pield, Maj Gen Muir S. Fairchild immediatelybegan to seek the resources ‘
that would permit the new Air University to accomplish its test and development
mission. Tentative gnidance led him to believe that the Air University would be
assigned a fighter, a bomber, and a guided missile group, together with other units,
which would serve as a test and development force. Hearing of the Air University’s
expectation, Maj Gen Elwood R. Quesada, commander of the Tactical Air
Command, immediately protested that the organization of a test and development
force would be an extravagant use of scarce tactical units, and he demanded that
tactical experimentation and development be entrusted to the operational
commands. On 13 May 1946 Spaatz agreed with Quesada and informed Fairchild
that tactical groups would not be assigned to the Air University. He enjoined that
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the Air University would devote itself to individual training and leave equipment
and tactical tests and demonstrations to the Air Materiel Command, the Air
Proving Ground Command, and the combat commands. "The doctrines taught at
the Air University," Spaatz ordered, "will be those current in the various
commands, approved as necessary by this Headquarters."92

Despite this curtailment in its mission, the Air University assumed many of the
responsibilities of the AAF Board, At a meeting on 6 June, Eubank urged
Fairchild to organize a small section or committee directly responsible to the Air
University commander to accomplish the missions being transferred. "By keeping
a separate group working together on these functions,” Eubank explained, "I
believe it will assure that the functions do not get lost and I believe it will help avo1d
thei 1mpressmn of a too academic interest in the problems that will come up.”*® To
allay the suspicions of the combat commands, Maj Gen David M. Schlatter, deputy
commander of the Air University, announced that in accomplishing its research,
evaluation, and doctrinal functions, the Air University would "act in the capacity
of a monitoring agency or steering committee uuhzmg the expert knowledge
available in all of the commands of the Air Force."™* On 18 June 1946, following
Eubank’s recommendation, Fairchild established a Research Section within the
Air University’s Academic Staff Division with spaces for 16 officers, most of whom
were transferred from Eglin Field to complete projects on which they were
assigned when the AAF Board was discontinued. A reorganization of the
Academic Staff on 1 October 1946 resulted in the establishment of a Research
Division with several sections and 18 officers. Since the division was evaluating
rather than conducting research, the Research Division was redesignated as the
Evaluation Division, Academic Staff, on 29 August 1947, Cognizant that it was
responsible for stimulating thinking and discussion on air power projects and for
disseminating as well as formulatmg doctrine, the Air University began to publish
the Air University Quarterly Review in May 1947.%

In spite of a rapid turnover of experienced officers inits research and evaluation
function, the Air University worked off the backlog of projects that it had inherited
from the AAF Board and undertock some new projects. Since it had no assigned
combat units, the Air University relied on other commands to conduct tests,
Especially where the Tactical Air Command was concerned, the split responsibility
proved troublesome. In September 1946, for example, the Air Universityprotested
that the Tactical Air Command was providing very poor support for several test
projects— notably the tactical tests of P-80 aircraft at March Field, California.
Hearing of the protest, one Tactical Air Command officer retorted that the Air
University ought to discontinue its research section and transfer the people to the
operating commands where research ought tobe performcd.g7 The way in which
the new system of preparing doctrine would function was gradually worked out. In
Aungust 1947, for example, the assistant chief of Air Staff for training and operations
held a meeting in Washington to discnss the preparation of a common air defense
doctrine. It was agreed that two panels would be established to prepare the
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doctrine. The Air University would monitor the parel concerned with policy and
doctrine, and the AJI Defense Command would monitor the panel studying tactics
and pro cedures.’® This same pattern would be repeated in other doctrinal studies.

Organization of USAF Headquarters

Even though the postwar organization of the Army Air Forces had been
designed to provide for a smooth transition into the autonomous United States Air
Force, some changes were necessary when the National Military Establishment got
under way in September 1947, General Spaatz became chief of staff, United States
Air Force, and General Vandenberg, who had been deputy commanding general
and chief of Air Staff in the Army Air Forces, became vice chief of staff, United
States Air Force. Looking forward to the establishment of tha United States Air
Force and not all sure that the postwar organization of the Arm;zAu- Forces would
be suitable to the autonomous service, Spaatz had suggested that the Air University
should use some of its highly experienced students to examine the whole scope of
air organization. Prepared as a seminar activity in the first class of the Air War
College, problem no. 4, "Proposed Reorganization Army Air Forces," was
completed on 6 January 1947. This study recommended that the Headquarters
United States Air Force should be "a policy and planning staff with virtually all the
operational activity of the Air Forces to begin at the major command level below
this staff." Believing that "wars are waged with two weapons—men and
materiel—and the combination of the two provide for operations,” the Air War
College study recommended that all headquarters staffs in the Air Force should
be organized into three activities: personnel and administration, materiel and
logistics, and plans and operations. Possibly reflecting the views of Maj Gen Orvil
A, Anderson, who was a founding commandant of the Air War College, the study
also recommended that the most effective utilization of air power in an overall
strategy required the consolidation of air defense, strategic striking, and tactical
supportforcesintoasingle command. The study accordingly proposed to eliminate
the Strategic Air Command, the Tactical Air Command, and the Air Defense
Command and to place all air power capabilities under a single Air Combat
Command.”

‘Whether by design or coincidence, Spaatz accepted the three-deputy system
recommended by the Air War College when he reorganized Headquarters United
States Air Force on 10 October 1947, This reorganization divided Air Staff
functions between the deputy chiefs of staff for personnel and administration,
operations, and materiel, and the comptroller, who would later be recognized as
adeputy chicf of staff. Some of the functions that had been exercised by the deputy
chief of staff for research and development necessarily passed upward to the new
statutorily created Research and Development Board of the National Defense
Establishment. The October reorganization of the Air Staff placed the remaining
responsibilities of the office in the Directorate of Research and Development
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under the deputy chief of staff for materiel. The new director of research and
development would serve as the military director of Doctor von Karman’s
Scientific Advisory Board but would otherwise be subordinated to the deputy chief
of staff for materie] 1

During the negotiations over unification, the Air Board was said to have served
Spaatzinarole similar to that of a "board of directors in a business 01:gan.iz.=.1tion."m1
With unification attained in the summer of 1947, however, General LeMay
suggested to Spaatz and Vandenberg that it might be wise to establish a US Air
Force aircraft and weapons board, consisting of all major air commanders. LeMay
reasoned, "We should have more than just the staff experience in Washington
participating in the discussions of new weapons." He thought that the new board
would constantly survey the research and development program to ensure that
proper weapons were emphasized, developed, and procured for the combat
units,”“ When it was assembled for its first meeting on 19 August 1947, the newly
created USAF Aircraft and Weapons Board was comprised of the Air Force
deputy chiefs of staff and the major air commanders. Meeting on call during 1948,
the Aircraft and Weapons Board examined, discussed, and offered formal
recommendations on programs that were submitted to it by subcommittees of
officers drawn from Air Force headquarters and from the major commands, As
a vehicle for handling high-level problems, the Aircraft and Weapons Board
rapidly eclipsed the Air Board, especially after January 1948 when General Knerr
was transferred from the secretary-general position to assume other duties.%>

Shortly after becoming chief of staff of the Air Force on 30 April 1948, General
Vandenberg began to show dissatisfaction with the manner in which the Aircraft
and Weapons Board (which he had had a large part in establishing) was
functioning, With 15 senior members talking and voting there was much confusion,
and it was difficult to prevent leaks of information out of such a large body.
Vandenberg also believed: "In the final analysis, the top command of the Air Force
is responsible for the weapons with which it will fight the war." Effective on 29
December 1948, Vandenberg accordingly established the USAF Board of Senior
Officers, headed by General Fairchild, who had become vice chief of staff} the
other members included the deputy chief of staff for operations, the deputy chief
for materiel, and the commanding general, Air Materiel Command, as voting
members. Both Secretary of the Air Force W, Stuart Symington and Vandenberg
referred problems to this board, but neither attended its sessions nor sought to
influence its deliberations, which commonly included a solicitation of opinions
from the major air commanders. The establishment of the USAF Senior Officers
Board foreshadowed the end of the Air Board, which finally became completely
dormant in the autumn of 1949,2%
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The Air Force in the Developing Cold War Strategy

When the War Department began its planning for a postwar defense
establishment in 1943, no one identified a likely adversary for the United States.
The fact that the Soviet Union would become an enemyto the free world apparently
became known to different leaders at different moments, Thinking back to the
time that General Bradley and he had gone forward to meet with Soviet Marshal
Georgi K. Zhukov in May 1945, General Vandenberg recalled a feeling of
foreboding about Russia. The Soviet army was digging in, atld Zhukov proudly
displayed new jet aircraft and Stormovik fighters that had technical features that
American designers had said were impossible for the Soviets to achieve. "I
remember talking to General Bradley," Vandenberg recalled, "about my concern
over the a;_igarcnt feeling , . . that the Russians had . . . masses of manpower and
no brains,"™ Putting his thoughts on paper, Spaatz wrote Arnold on 11 October
1945; "With the rapid weakening of our forces in. Europe and Asia, the USSR is
able to project moves on the continent of Europe and Asia which will be just as
hard for us fo accept and just as much an incentive to war as were those occasioned .
by the German policies. . . . I believe we should proceed rather slowly toward ﬂ
demobilizin g our armcd forces, particularly units of our Strategic Air
Command."® Looking back at the events of 1945, General Marshall agreed that
the "confused and tumultuous demobilization was very injuriqus" and that it had
weakened the diplomaticinitiative of the United States. Marshiall maintained that
the United States could not have established "a very large force" in the period of
postwar exultation, but he felt even more strongly that "the failure to establish a
very dfiﬁmte procedure for maintaining our defensive postm'a was a very serious
error.

In 1945 and 1946 both the foreign and the military policy of the United States
assumed that the United Nations "would gain rapid and growing recogmhon as a
central factor in the establishment and maintenance of world security.” M08 Based
on this assumption, General Eisenhower directed that Army and Air Force
strength levels for the fiscal year beginning in July 1946 should be kept to the
minimum, In May 1946, Spaatz was willing to hope that the United Nations would
establish international arrangements for collective security, but he was unwilling ‘
torely upon a hope. "In modern war," he pomted out, "any natipn losing command
of the air approaches to its vital areas is in serious peril. . . 'The surest defense
will be our ability to strike back quickly with a counteroﬁensxve, to neutralize the
bostile attack at 1ts s source, or to discourage its continuance by striking at the vitals
of the aggressor ® When it published its first plan for training and employment
on 25 July, the Strategchn' Command pomted out: "No major strategic threat or
requirement now exists nor, in the opinion of our country’s best strategists, will
such a requirement exist for the next three to five years." Serving in ACAS-3, Brig
Gen Thomas S. Power endorsed the letter back with the admonition: "While the
probability of a major strategic threat or a major armed conflict involving this
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nation in the next three to five years m 3{ appear to be remote, the possibility of
such an occurrence cannot be excluded."

During 1946 General Spaatz strongly supported a 70-group strength for the
Army Air Forces, but his greatest immediate problem was to salvage something
from the explosive demobilization that would reduce the air arm to a strength in
December 1946 of only 55 groups, of which two could be counted as combat ready.
In the emergency, Spaatz viewed the Air Force mission as being, "(a) To provide
a long-range striking force in instant readiness and with the power and capacity to
destroy the storehouse of enemy weapons and thereafter to reduce the enemy’s
industrial capacity and war-making potential [and] (b) To provide in peacetime a
mininmm establishment for prompt and rapid expansion from peace to war." In
the critical months of 1946, Spaatz gave first priority to "the backbone of our Air
Force —the long-range bomber groups and their protective long-range fighter
groups organized in our Strategic Air Force.' 1

When the Strategic Air Command was established, air strategists were said to
have recognized that the adaptability of nuclear weapons to delivery by air at great
distances "makes the airplane at present, and its descendants in the foture, the
greatest offensive weapon of all times."'? The plans for the Strategic Air
Command, however, were predicated on scientific reports that fissionable
materials were very scarce and that a state of nuclear plenty was improbable,
Arnold had stated that nuclear weapons would be scarce and very expensive.
As aresult of this prediction, the Strategic Air Command planned to employ both
high-explosive and nuclear weapons. To perform its mission, the command asked
that it eventually be assigned 21 bombardment groups (very heavy), nine fighter
groups (very long range), and three reconnaissance groups (very long range).
‘When he was assigned to head the Strategic Air Command in 1946, Gen George
C. Kenney immediately organized one wing with three B-29 groups as the
atomic-capable strategic striking force.!'# The size of this force was described as
sufficient "to fully exploit the expected avallabﬂx?r and effectiveness of new
bombardment weapons mcludmg the atomic bomb."

Before World War II, air power had been unable to project across ocean
barriers without the aid of surface craft, but the prospective development of
10,000-mile-range aircraft —including the Northrop XB-35 Flying Wing and the
Consolidated XB-36— promised to open a new air frontier over the frozen wastes
of the Arctic. "We must visualize," said Spaatz, "the launching of heavy blows from
any point on the globe against any other point. w116 In November 1945 a 6,553-mile
flight of four B-29s led by Brig Gen Frank A. Armstrong from Hokkaido to
Washmgton over the top of the world demonstrated that the Arctic was no barrier
to air travel. ™7 The Strategic Air Command’s plan for training and employment
issued on 25 July 1946 acknowledged the concept of transpolar air operations and
divided the world into three sectors of potential operations: North Atlantic, North
Pacific, and Far East. In a future war the Strategic Air Command thought it certain
that "there will be but one Theater of Operations covering the entire globe or at
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least the Northern Hemisphere.* Moreover, the next war almost certainly would
"be primarily an air war until air supremacyis obtained, since surface forces cannot
successflly operate without that supremacy." The Strategic Air Command’s
concept of operational employment accordingly called for a centralized control of
the global strategic bomber force and a periodic rotation of bomber, long-range
fighter, and reconnaissance groups from home bases in the United States to
forward bases in the North Atlantic, North Pacific, and Far East. In a war
emergency the plan assumed that a relatively few atomic-capable B-29s would be
employed, probably on the direction of the president, either as a part oflarger B-29
formations or as individual aircraft that would strike at night or under cover of bad
weather. 11

"Destruction is just around the corner for any future aggressor against the
United States. Quick retaliation will be our answer in the form of an aerial
knock-out delivered by the Strategic Air Command.* A public relations release
thus exglaincd the Strategic Air Command’s concept of employment in August
1946.1%° As a matter of fact, however, the strategic striking force was very weak. .
The Strategic Air Command had the only two operational groups in the United
States that were fully combat ready; SAC did not expect to have a total of four B-29
groups and two long-range fighter groups operational before February 1947120
Thus, the Army Air Forces was unable to measure up to its first postwar crisis,
which occurred in August 1946, when two American C-47s were shot down by
Communist pilots over Yugoslavia and the State Department proposed an
immediate and aggressive use of air power against that country, Norstad had to
point out that the Air Force was too weak to risk war. In place of the show of force
over Yugoslavia, Assistant Secretary of War for Air W. Stuart Symington proposed
an around-the-world B-29 flight, only to have this turned down by the State
Department, In November, however, the Strategic Air Command was suddenly
directed to send six B-29s to Europe. Led by Col James C. Selser, Jr., these planes
left the 43d Bombardment Group’s base at Davis-Monthan Field, Arizona, on 13
November 1946, made the trans-Atlantic crossing, and landed safely at Frankfurt,
Germany, despite low ceilings and half-mile visibility. In a 12-day stay in Europe,
the B-29smade flights along the borders of Soviet-occupied territory and surveyed .
airfields to determine their suitability for B-29 operations.lzl

—,

Problems of Aircraft Procurement ‘

Besides the explosive demobilization ofits strength, the Army Air Forces found
it impossible to procure new aircraft that were needed for modernization and to
keep the aircraft producers of the United States in a solvent ciondition. Believing
that national security required the maintenance of a healthy aircraft industry that
could rapidly expand within a one-year period, Assistant Secretary of War Robert
A.Lovett had sponsored the establishment of an Air Coordinating Committee with
members from the War, Navy, and Commerce departments in December 1944,
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After detailed study of mobilization requirements, the Air Coordinating
Committee recommended on 22 October 1945 that the military services procure a
minimum of 3,000 aircraft, or an airframe weight of 30,700,000 pounds, each year
to keep the nation’s aircraft industries in a condition that would permit rapid
expansion. This recommendation was predicated on an assumption that there
would be a civilian rezgmrement of 325 commercial transports and 20,000 private
airplanes each year,

As it finally materialized, the Air Force 70-group and 22-squadron program
called for a total of 6,869 aircraft, while the 27 Air National Guard and 34 Air
Reserve groups would be authorized an additional 5,572 aircraft, making a grand
total of 12,441 aircraft. To replace losses in a period of conflict in which the
aviation industry was gearing up for war production, the Air Force wanted to
maintain an additional reserve of 8,100 aircraft.'*® Based on estimates of attrition
and a planned program of obsolescence that would transfer aircraft from primary
to secondary missions, such as training, after a given number of years, the Air Force
computed that the annual procurement requirements of the 70-group and
22-squadron program would be its proportionate share of the 3,000 planes which
the Air Coordinating Committee indicated as being the figure that the military
services needed to purchase annually. The Air Force would expect to maintain
technical air supremacy. 124 "Quality of equipment is of major consequence," Spaatz
explained. "Only technical air supremacy will permit an air defense capable of
detecting and intercepting a possible surprise attack with the air weapons of the
future; an air offense capable of destroying critical targets in enemy territory; and
effective cooperation with the surface forces on land and sea."'®

Despite their appreciation of the need for aircraft modernization, both Arnold
and Spaatz found it difficult to justify aircraft purchases while the Army Air Forces
was retrenching, During the last years of World War II, the Army Air Forces had
placed heavy orders for modern aircraft. In fiscal year 1944 it had ordered 100
global-range B-36 bombers and 498 new P-80 jet fighters; in fiscal year 1945 it had
ordered an additional 417 P-80 fighters and 100 P-84 jet fighters. With new planes
on order from war appropriations, it was difficult to justify the purchase of more
aircraft at the same time that tremendous holdings of war-surplus planes needed
liquidation. Rather than incur criticism for purchasing new and improved
transport aircraft at the same time that it was releasing planes to the civil airlmes,
for example, Arnold directed on 27 August 1945 that the AAF would reducs its
procuremcnt objectives for transports "to the absolute minimum for development
purposes.” % In fiscal year 1946, which began on 1 July 1945 and was the first
postwar year, the Army Air Forces purchasing authorization was cut back to 622
aircraft—the principal models including 60 of the improved Superfortresses
(designated B-50s), 250 twin-fuselage Mustang fighters (which had been adapted
as an interim all-weather interceptor and designated as P-82s), and 141 P-84 jet
fighters.*?’
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As it was drawn up in the spring of 1946, the postwar aircraft procurement plan
of the Army Air Forces reflected the fact that large stocks of World War I planes
wete still combat capable, that atomic bombs were scarce, and that new jet aircraft
were very expensive. Brig Gen Alfred R. Maxwell, chief of the Requirements
Division (ACAS-3), visualized the following future aircraft requirements, Aircraft
like the B-36 with its global range would be important as special weapons for
employment against extremely distant targets — possible A-bomb targets, but such
planes would not be procured in large numbers. Aireraft of the B-50 type would
be the workhorse bombers for the medium range and would be procured in large
numbers, Penetration fighters would continue to be the most important fighter
type, but all-weather and interceptor fighters would increase in importance as
enemynations threatened US air supremacy. To give fighter support for long-range
bombers, the Air Force proposed to develop a parasite fighter that would be
transported by a bomber to a target area and then rejoined to the bomber for the
trip home, Strategic and tactical reconnaissance planes would continue to be
modifications of standard bomber and fighter modeis. Troop carrier aircraft would .
include large helicopters, which wounld replace gliders, and large transport models
capable of moving completely equipped infantry and armored divisions to any
combat zone in the world. As a matter of priority, the Army Air Forces wanted to
develop jet bombers, but, with current technology, jet aircraft used large amounts
of fuel and did not have the range demanded of bombers.®

In its budget requests for fiscal year 1947 the Air Force sought to follow the
program summarized by General Maxwell and begin procuring the aircraft
required for a modernized 70-group program. Inits reviewof the militaryrequests,
the Bureau of the Budget severely reduced all items of the budget, including funds
requested for aircraft procurement. The Bureau of the Budget struck out requests
for authority to procure new transport aircraft on the ground that contractors
would not be able to accomplish the proposed schedule although the Air Force
believed that they could. The budget office also reduced the overall program by
35 bombers and 42 fighters; after Congress had voted aircraft purchase funds for
fiscal year 1947, the Bureau of the Budget subsequently impounded $30 million of
aircraft pro curement funds and transferred that amount to the pay and travel funds ‘
of the Army.'® In fiscal year 1947 the Army Air Forces accordingly expended
$302,684,000 for aircraft procurement and placed orders for atotal of 769 aircraft,
including 73 B-50s, 96 B-45s, 80 P-80s, 191 P-84s, and 33 P-86s. The B-45 was a
new, light jet bomber that was designated as a replacement for the A-26 as a ground
support aircraft; the P-86 Sabre was a new swept-wing jet interceptor.

The AAF aircraft procurement program for fiscal year 1947 was less than half
of the Army Air Forces’ proportionate share of the amount recommended by the
Air Coordm ating Committee as necessary t0 maintain a solvent aircraft
mdustry ! In the spring of 1947, when it was drawing up its budget requests for
fiscal year 1948, the Army Air Forces put in for 1,844 planes, a figure based ona
modernization of 55 groups and 15 skeleton groups. This number was not keyed
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directly to any plan to keep the aircraft industry healthy.'3? An economy-minded
House of Representatives, plus rising costs of aircraft, cut the Air Force program
far below the requested figure. Based on an authorized expenditure of
$495,507,000, the Air Force issued procurement orders for 965 aircraft in fiscal
year 1948, The purchase included 82 B-50s, 43 B-455, 154 P-84s, 188 P- 865 and,
for the first time since the war, 120 new troop carrier and transport aircraft, > The
transports included 27 C-97s, a global transport version of the B-29; the troop
carriers included 36 C-119 Flying Boxcars. '

First Policies on Missiles and Rockefs

"The weapons of today are the musetwm pieces of tomorrow,” General Arnold
had warned when he was in the process of leaving office in November 19455
Based on guidance provided in Doctor von Karman’s Toward New Horizorns,
Arnold talked confidently about supersonic flight and intercontinental missiles.

. As drawn up in the winter of 1945-46 by the Air Materiel Command, a five-year
Army Air Forces research and development program generally reflected the
findings of von Karman’s scientists and was designated to provide a continuity to
air research and development efforts. The program sought to conserve scarce
engineering and scientific resources of the nation, but it was predicated on the
basic rule that the Air Force would not engage in in-house research and
develog;ment unless private agencies were unwilling to do the work on a contract
basis.* In explanation of the five-year program, General LeMay observed: "Time
in this period of unprecedented scientific progress can be the decisive factor in the
continued existence of the United States.'’ General Spaatz spoke of the
requirement for maintaining a technical air supremacy; and, in a statement of
general AAF policy in October 1946, he emphasized that "the Army Air Forces
must mamtam a position of preeminent leadership in research and
development, n138

After studying the results of captured German scientific data, von Karman’s
AAF Scientific Advisory Group had reported that the Germans appeared correct

‘ in their conclusion that a transoceanic rocket could be developed. Von Karman
also suggested that rocket-driven airplanes would be necessary to maintain air
superiority. Rocket barrages with atomic warheads, von Karman said, could well
become the only effective air defense weapons.” Von Karman’s ﬁndmgs were
quite different from those of Dr Vannevar Bush when he offered his scientific
advice to the Senate Commuttee on Atomic Energy in December 1945, "We have
plenty enough to think about," Bush said,

that 1s very definute and very realistic—enough so that we don’t need to step out iato
some of these borderlines which seem to be, to me, more or less fantastic Let me say
this There has been a great deal said about a 3,000-mile high-angle rocket In my
opinion, such a thing 15 mmpossible today and will be impossible for many years The
people who have been writing these things that annoyme  have been talking abouta
3,000-mule high-angle rocket, shot from one contient to another, carryiag an afomie
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bomb and so directed as to be a precise weapon which would land exactly on a certam
target, such asa aity. I say, technically, I don’t think anybody in the world knows how to
do such a thung, and I feel confident it will not be done for a ve1y long period of tame to
come. .. .Ithink we can leave that out of our thinking, I wish the Amernican peoplewould
leave that out of their thmkmg.l

In making up its five-year research and development program, the Army Air
Forces chose to believe von Karman rather than Bush. "There is great danger that
the Air Force," stated General Knerr, secretary-general of the Air Board, in
February 1946, "may find itself in the position of the Coast Artillery and the Navy
in the not too distant future thru failing to realize that the airplane can well join
the battleship and antiaircraft artillery as ineffective weapons carriers. The aerial
missile, by whatever means it maybe delivered, is the weapon of the Air Force."™#
During 1946, the Air Force accordingly negotiated a contract for Project MX-774
with Consolidated-Vultee Aircraft for study and investigation of missile guidance
and control, rocket engine swiveling, and lightweight missile structures— the whole
project looking toward the eventual development of an intercontinental ballistic .
missile. Another contract was negotiated with North American Aviationfor rocket
propulsion and for research and development of a pilotless aircraft, which would
become known as the Navaho. In yet another contract, the Rand Corporation was
asked to investigate the feasibility of a minimum-orbital satellite that would provide
photographic reconnaissance of inaccessible areas of the earth.

Despite the fact that it attached great importance to its five-year research and
development program, the Air Force was not notably successful in getting funds
for it. For fiscal year 1947, Congress appropriated $186 million for AAF research
and develc)pment ? General LeMay was certain that all of this money could have
been obligated by the end of the fiscal year, though not at a uniform rate, The
Bureau of the Budget, however, did not feel that all of the appropriation could be
obligated. In January 1947 it notified the War Department that the fand would be
cut by $100 million. After a réclame, the bureau released $25 million of the amount
in question but continued to impound $75 million of the air research and
development fund, whlch was transferred to pay and travel of the Army, where
there were deficiencies.’** Both President Truman and an economy-minded
House of Representatives reduced requested Air Force appropriations for fiscal ‘
year 1948, with the result that Congress finally appropriated only $145,300,000 for
air research and development for the fiscal year beginning on 1 July 1947. This
figure would be the nadlr of Air Force research and development appropriations
after World War IL%

‘Writing on 11 April 1947, General LeMay emphasized that "the greatest need
at this time is assurance of a stabilized annual appropriation for research and
development 146 1 ater on, Department of Defense experts would state that the
curtailment of research and development in the immediate postwar years had been
a major mistake,*” The reduction of air research and development funding had
an immediate effect upon Air Force work on gnided missiles. Making his last
appearance as deputy commanding general of the Army Air Forces before the
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House Appropriations subcommiitee in March 1947, General Eaker explained
that with an all-out program (similar to that which had expedited the nuclear
weapon), a 5,000-mile-range missile probably could be developed in five years,
The Air Force, however, could not bear the expense of such a program and had to
progress on the research and development effort at a more leisurely pace, which
might produce an intercontinental missile in 10 to 15 years. "We cannot," Eaker
said,". . . abandon the development of the very long-range very heavy bomber as a
primary weapon of our long-range striking force but we should, as a wise
precaution spend the necessary experimental funds to insure that we are the first
in the field with a long-range guided missile which mz‘g be the primary weapon at
some future date, but probably not within 15 years."*® As it happened, however,
the Air Force was compelled to give even more emphasis in spending its scarce
research and development funds to the support of the Air Force in being than
Eaker had thought would be necessary. These projects included range extension,
long-range strategic aerial reconnaissance, new jet bombers, high-thrust aircraft
propulsmn systems, short-range airborne guided missiles, and high-speed
ﬁghters ? In 1947 the Air Force reevaluated its gnided missile reqmrements and
gave priorities to research and development projects that promised to increase the
capabilities of the Air Force in being, The new order of priority for missiles
included: (1) missiles to enhance strategic air bombardment with conventional
aircraft, (2) air defense missiles, (3) surface-to-surface missiles, and (4) interim
missiles to include guided bombs and drone aircraft, Under this criteria and
becanse of shortages of funds, the missile project MX-774 was not renewed in 1948,
but the Consolidated-Vultee Aircraft Corporation continued some studies in the
intercontinental ballistic missile field with its own funds.”?

Emerging Soviet Threats

In the winter of 194647 the United States began to recognize that its policy of
cooperation with the Soviet Union was rapidly breaking down. The antics of the
Soviet representatives in the United Nations, the Iranian crisis of 1946, the Greek
civil war, and Soviet pressure on Turkey gave the United States a better
appreciation of the bipolar nature of world power and of the challenge of Soviet
expansiopism As W. Barton Leach wrote in February 1947, "if we have war it is
going to be with Russia," but "if we have no war with Russia we shall have no war
at all for at least two decades.” Although Leach had returned to academic life at
Harvard University from his wartime service in the Army Air Services, heremained
a close friend of General Vandenberg’s and he may well have expressed some
degree of AirForce thmkmg nan appearance before the House Subcommittee
on Appropriations also in February 1947, Brig Gen George A. Lincoln again
demonstrated — with increasing urgency — the close relationship between military
capabilities and foreign policy. "The War Department’s broad policies . .. ," he
stated, "must be based on those of our State Department, Conversely, the State
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Department, in formulating its national policies must take into consideration the
capabilities of the armed forces to mamtam a respectable position in the world
which makes our emissaries respected.’® Reveahng clearly for the first time that
the United States recognized the menace of the Soviet Union, President Truman
requested authority from Congress on 12 March 1947 to extend military and
economic assistance to Greece and Turkey to enable them to combat internal
Communist subversion and external Soviet pressure. In view of the deterioration
of relations with the Soviet Union, General Spaatz began to spcak openly of a war
with "a continental empire" and the "%'oblem of winning against great masses of
people with great internal resources.”

With full support from the War Department, Spaatz submitted a budget for
fiscal year 1948 that would have permitted the Army Air Forces to attain a
minimum, permanent postwar strength of 70 groups and 22 separate squadrons.
The Bureau of the Budget, however, reduced the air request to an amount
sufficient to maintain a peacetime strength of only 55 groups and 17 separate
squadrons. The Air Force, nevertheless, obtained authority to base its ‘
procurement and training objectives on a 70-group strength, and to activate 15
groups and five squadrons that would not be manned or equipped.154 In
appearances before the House Subcommittee on Appropriations, Spaatz
emphasized America’s vulnerability to air attack from across the Arctic and nrged
that the only way to prevent bombs from falling on the United States"is to get ther
at the place they start from, and that is primarily our mission." Maj Gen Otto P.
Weyland, chief of AAF plans, pointed out that America’s air strategy was one of
defense and retaliation. "t is conceivable," said Weyland, "that the United States
will start an aggressive war, Hence, it is obvmus that at the start of a war, we will
be the recipient of an afl-out surprise attack."™>

In May 1947 Congress approptiated the $400 million that President Truman
requested as aid for Greece and Turkey, thus indicating approval for the Truman
doctrine’s objective of containing Soviet expansion, The first session of the 80th
Congress was reluctant to vote military appropriations in the amounts requested.
The House made a 10-percent cut in the AAF budget; part of it was restored by
the Senate but only after General Eisenhower made a personal plea to get the
money 6 Some of the reluctance to vote military preparedness funds may have .
sprung from the findings of the President’s Advisory Commission on Universal
Military Training, which reported on 29 May 1947. This distingnished panel
endorsed military preparedness as the surest way of checking international
aggression. It believed that World War ITf would begin with atomic sneak attacks
against the United States, but it felt that such attacks were not imminent, "For a
period estimated by responstble scientists at not less than 4 vears and not more
than 10 years," the commission reported, "we can expect immunity from such an
attack because we alone will possess the atomic bomb." In a final summation, the
president’s commission noted that "we cannot safely assume that we will have sole
possession of atomic explosives beyond 1951, although ntost scientists and
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engineers familiar with the productlon of the atomic bomb believe 1t will be 1955
at the earliest before an attack in quantity can be made against us.' W57 As a matter
of record, moreover, the Joint Chicefs of Staff, and specifically both Spaatz and
Vandenberg, placed more emphasis on aid to threatened nations under the
Truman doctrine and the Marshall economic recovery program than they did to
attainment of the 70-group program. "The 70-group program,’ Spaatz testified,
"should not be reached at the expense of arms aid to Europe." Vandenberg said,
"that the 70-group program, as visualized by the Air Force, with Europe
unprepared, would not be as efficient as a lesser aumber of groups with a sound
economy of the Umted States and a western Europe that could resist aggression
and give us time,"

Acting on the basis of this official line of thought and understanding that most
of its units would be equipped with World War II aircraft, the Army Air Forces
obtained authority in July 1947 to activate or organize all of the gronps in the initial
55-group phase of the 70-group program and to have them in place with some
degree of operational effectiveness by the end of the year. In the final allocation
of strength, the 55 groups included 13 very heavy bombardment, three light
bombardment, 24 fighter, seven reconnaissance, and eight troop carrier groups.
Each major command sustained a reduction of combat strength, but the new
allocation indicated that the Army Air Forces was beginning to mobilize against a
particularized strategic threat somewhat different from the generalized concepts
in initial postwar planning.

"As the initial blow will come from the air and be delivered by air power," stated
Gen George C. Kenney, who headed the Strategic Air Command, in September
1947, "the answer must be for us to mamtam our air power strong enough to deter
any possible enemy from attacking us." 60 UUnder the 55-group phase, 12 very heavy
bombardment groups, five fighter groups, and one very long range reconnaissance
group were assigned to the Stratcglc Air Command.*®* Even though the Strategic
Air Command enjoyed priorities in manning and equipment, it did not obtain new
equipment or a complete acceptance of its operational concept, Immediately after
V-J Day, the Twentieth Air Force had been assigned to the Pacific theater; hence,
one very heavy bombardment group and one very long range reconnaissance
squadron continued to be assigned to the Far East Air Forces in the Pacific. The
Strategic Air Command maintained that these two units should be placed under
its command and that their functions should be performed by SAC groups which
would stage to Pacific bases as necessary. But Gen Douglas MacArthur,
commander in chief, US Far East Command, did not agree to give up those
units. 12 Other than the fact that B-29s would be unable to reach many targets in
the Sovet Union, the Strategic Air Command’s most pressing awrcraft problem in
organizing to meet the growing Soviet threat concerned fighter escort, The Army
Air Forces accepted the position that "the necessity of providing adequate fighter
protection for very long range bombardment aircraft was conclusively
demonstrated during World War IL" To protect its bombers against hostile jet
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fighters, SAC would require jet fighter escorts. However, no American jet fighter
had enough range to escort a B-29, and it was problematical whether jet aircraft
counld escort relatively slow conventional B-29s. Pending solution of the problem,
the Strategic Air Comamand mdlcated that it would expect to operate its bombers
over hostile territory only at mght

In initial postwar planning, the Army Air Forces had considered air defense
essentially a mobilization problem. When he was named to head the Air Defense
Command, Lt Gen George E. Stratemeyer accordingly was instructed to give most
of his attention to establishing an aircraft control and warning system and to
managing the Air National Guard and Air Reserve, which would, upon
moblhzallon, provide fighter wnits for air defense.1* As thus laid out, the air
defense mission appeared simple, but Stratemeyer found it complex. Thinking in
terms of scarce military funds and the eventual need to detect and destroy
supersonic jet aircraft and nuclear missiles, Stratemeyer thought that the first
priority in the Air Force budget should be given to research and development, the
second to the Strategic Air Command, and the third to the air defense system.'6 .
Stratemeyer believed that both the equipment and doctrine for air defense was
obsolete and he urged that a minimum nucleus of regular All‘ Force interceptor
groups ought to be assigned to the Air Defense Command. % While it held to the
concept that all available fighter units would be assigned to air defense in an
emergency, the Army Air Forces agreed that the Air Defense Command should
have some regular groups of its own. Thus, a fighter group was activated at Dow
Field, Maine, in November 1946, and two additional fighter groups (all-weather)
were assigned to the command in Mayand J une 1947 with stations at Mitchel Fleld,
New York, and Hamilton Field, California **” The fighter groups assigned to air
defense were withdrawn from the Tactical Air Command. Despite efforts to
dramatize the tactical air mission, General Quesada found it hard to maintain a
going organization. Shortly after its establishment, the Tactical Air Command
organized its assigned groups into the Ninth Air Force and the Third Air Force
(Troop Carrier), but, because of the reduction in its troop carrier units, the latter
organization was inactivated on 1 November 1946,2® Since most tactical air units
were assigned to the Far East Air Forces, the United States Air Forces in Burope,
the Alaskan Air Command, the Pacific Air Command, and the Caribbean Air .
Command, the Tactical Air Command had only one light bombardment, three
fighter, three tactical reconnalssance, and three troop carrier groups as its share
of the 55-group strength

The Finletter Commission

After hehad become secretary of defense, Forrestalnoted, "At the present time,
we are keeping our military expenditures below the levels which our military
leaders must in good conscience estimate as the minimum which would themselves
ensure national security. By doing so we are able to increase our expenditures to

224

B !
THIS PAGE Declassified IAW E012958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

AF IN NATIONAL DEFENSE

assist in European recovery." Forrestal considered that the United States was
taking a calculated risk that was justifiable. "As long as we can out-produce the
world, can control the sea and can strike inland with the atomic bomb," he wrote,
"we can assume certain risks otherwise unacceptable in an effort to restore world
trade, to restore the balance of poyer — military power —and to eliminate some of
the conditions which breed war."\’0 Forrestal’s reasoning held good only as long
as the United States possessed an aircraft industry that could meet the maobilization
requirements of the nation’s armed forces. By the spring of 1947 it was evident that
many of the postwar assumptions regarding this industry were in error. The
widespread assumption that a rising demand for commexcial aircraft wonld help
tide a number of companies over readjustments failed to materialize; the aircraft
industry remained from 80 to 90 percent dependent on government purchases of
military aircraft. The Air Force and the Navy had been unable to purchase a
quantity of aircraft required to keep industry solvent, and the changing year-
to-year purchasing programs had caused higher pricing of aircraft, thus reducing
the quantity that could be purchased. Jet aircraft, moreover, cost substantiall lly
more than conventional planes, thus further decreasing quantity procurement.

Despite their pressing concern for European recovery, both President Truman
and Congress showed increasing alarm about the state of preparedness of the
American aircraft industry. At the recommendation of the Air Coordinating
Committee, Truman appointed a committee on 18 July 1947 headed by Thomas K.
Finletter and charged it to make an objective inquiry into national aviation policies
and problems and to assist him in formulating an integrated national aviation
policy. The President’s Air Policy Commission assembled on 29 July, held formal
hearings from 8 September to 3 December, and completed its report on 30
December 1947172 Meanwhile, Congress —where the Republican party held a
majority—felt "a general concern over mational security and the threatened
bankruptey of the aircraft industry and civil air carriers.” Authorized on 22 July
1947, a temporary Joint Congressional Aviation Policy Board was formed with Sen
Owen R. Brewster as chairman. This board organized an advisory council of civil
aviation representatives and retired military leaders, including General Arnold,
The congressional board held its first meeting on 15 September Although it held
frequent meetings of its advisory council and staff, after the first session the panel
chose to use the elaborate testimony of the president’s commission rather than call
witnesses. The Joint Congresswnal Aviation Policy Board made its repozt to
Congress on 1 March 1948.1™ Although the conclusions of the Finletter and
Brewster investigations were quite similar, the Brewster board was more
pronounced in its criticism of the defense establishment. From the outset of its
investigation, moreover, the Brewster board believed that "the primary problem of
national aviation policy was one of providing well-balanced military and naval air
forces rather than one of finding means to maintain an aircraft industry. If the
former were accomplished," the board believed, "the health of the latter would be
assured."t74
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In November and December 1947 the testimony of influential witnesses before
the President’s Aviation Policy Commission manifested a growing awareness of
the importance of US military strength but illustrated diverse opinions as to what
its composition ought to be. "Insofar as our thinking about preparation, readiness
for war, or national security . . . is concerned," said Secretary Forrestal,

we are faced with the hard and solzd fact that as 2 democzacy we do not start wars and
therefore can never be in a complete state of readiness, , .. This nation’s experience has
Dbeen a clear demonstration that peace wall not be furthered by the néglect of military
strength. .. . Inthe past, we have mvited aggression by that neglect. The military policies
of this nation stem from a smgle desre and obligation. "That is to use cur strengthasa
force for peace

He emphasized the close relationship between the State Dép artment and the
National Defense Establishment. "One of our principal tasks," he said, "s to see to
it that there is integration between our foreign policy and our military attitude, In
other words, to see to it that the policy does not outstrip power."
Forrestal pointed out that America’s concept of national security had changed, .
Before World War 1T, he said,

our concepts of secunty were the integrity of our ovn domarn, and the freedom from ..
attack ordanger of nvasion . Inmyownview .oursccuntyrs nowfar broaderthan
that. Oursecurity ss . . . our ability to contnibute to the reconstruction of the world,
and...ourmditary requirements have to be fitted mto the pattern of what we do toward
the other larger results, n other words, the reconstruction of sociaty,

He also said: "It would not serve us to have the greatest military establishment in
the world and concurrently be going down the road to continued and continuous
inflation." He did not agree that the individual military services should present their
requirements to Congress because "even in wartime, you could never meet the
requirements of all the services . . . there has to be an accommodation of both . . .
saying what we need and then someone saying what we shall get," As for air power,
Forrestal believed that "the United States must have air forces sufficiently powezful
to protect its own security and territory and sufficiently powerful and versatile to
be capable of making swift and effective counterattacks in the event of war." He .
felt that air power should be developed over a period of yearsinan orderly manner,
and he expected that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would provide a strategic plan for
the military establishment which would give "an opportunity to bring into better
balance the components of that establishment "7

Leading the Navy testimony before the President’s Air Policy Commission,
retired Adm Chester W. Nimitz provided a statement prefaced with a warning;
"Unless we retain our ability to control the sea . . . we may eventually find ourselves
exchanging long range air attacks which will be indecisive alike against ourselves
and our enemies, but at the same time damaging to our own cities and vital
installations." Nimitz emphasized that naval aviation was an integral part of the
fleet "I cannot ... accept the idea,” he said, "that naval aviation is a part of the Air
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Force. ...l regard the Navy, the Air Force, and the Army as you would the three
legs of a stool . .. and I think each one of those forces must be strong enough to
carry out the mission which is assigned toit." Secretary of the Navy John L. Sullivan
argued that "any de-emphasts in Naval aviation spells the end of America’s control
of the sea." "During the war," he said,

England learned that whenever a sufficient number of German bombers came over on
a determined raid, enough of them got through to give a great deal of trouble. .. . Later
on, when the bombs kept commg over it was most apparent that the onlydefense against
determined air attack or guided missiles—and the same proves true m the atomic
technques —the onlydefenseisto  .putaverylarge number of men onships, transpost
them overseas and capture the platforms from whach those weapons were launiched.

"l believe in air power, without ‘ifs,” ‘buts,” or ‘howevers’," stated former
Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson. "I believe that our national defense should
be centered on air power. .. to a far greater degree than is the case at present. It
is my opingon . . . that we will not need the strongest Army in the world or the
strongest standmg Navy in the world, but we will need the strongest Air Force in
the world."! Secretary of the Army Kenneth C. Royall described air power as
"our first line of defense in the event of war," but, in view of the fact that World
War IT had had "to be won by tanks, guns and men, on the ground," he asked the
commission "not to forget that the Navy and the Army, as well as the Air Forccasi§
must be taken into account in cutting up shares of national defense. =17
Representing views of a scientist, Dr Carl T. Compton, president of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, stated that the question of whether more
powerful nuclear weapons could be developed was still in the realm of speculation.
However, he felt that a surprise atomic attack against the United States even with
current weapons would be a"very unpleasant . .. prospect." He recommended that
for a mobile striking air force to be employed "as a strategic weapon against the
most important of the enemy’s sources of industrial and military warfare." "I
believe," he concluded, "that the existence of a striking Air Force of that type,
always ready as a threat of retaliation, would be the strongest single thing that we
could do in this country, to act as a deterrent against aggression by any other
nation."*"

Appearing in behalf of the Air Force, Secretary Symington offered the view that
the United States had been "forced into a position of world leadership and of
responsibilities of a global extent” at the same time that it had "lost the cushion of
time and distance," Spaatz described the major segments of the Air Force plan for
national security as being the 70 combat groups, adequately manned and equipped
civilian components, plans and installations for aerial defense of the United States,
a research and development program second to none, vigorous and alert aircraft
manufacturing and air transport industries, and an industrial mobilization plan.
Both Spaatz and Vandenberg devoted most of their testimony to explaining the
aircraft requirements of the 70-group program. 180 Maj Alexander P. de Seversky,
however, discussed broader aspects of air warfare. "As long as we use piloted
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aircraft," he argned, "the destruction of the enemy cannot be accomplished without
first assuming control of the air above his territory. . . . Penetration by piloted
airplanes, even with jet and rocket propulsion, will be nnthinkable without all-out
air combat. Only with the advent of intercontinental rockets can there be any talk
of penetration without combat." He pointed out that the 70-group Air Force would
not necessarily represent air power in being in the full strategic sense. "A stratepic
military force is one which is self-sustained in its own medium, regardless of its
base; capable of assuming control of its medinm while denying it to the adversary.
By thus assuming freedom of action in its own medium, it can bring about the end
of hostilities through the dirsct application of force upon the enemy’s means to
wage war." In the past, armies had been strategic forces on land and navies on the
high seas. "Today,” he said, "when neither of them can maintain a battle under
hostile skies, they have ceased to be strategic forces and become auxiliaries to Air
Power." De Seversky conceived that an air force in being should have two main
divisions: an intercontinental striking force large enough to paralyze an enemy’s
industrial establishment and a continental defense force of a size sufficient to
defend the vital industries of the United States,'* .

"We believe,” stated the President’s Air Policy Commission on the basis of
testimony presented toit, "that the United States willbe secure in an absolute sense
only if the institution of war itself is abolished under a regime of law." Since early
attainment of this condition seemed doubtful, the commission found that "our
security includes , . . winning any war we may get into . . . not losing the first
campaign of war . . . not having our cities destroyed and our population decimated
in the process of . . . winning the first campaign . . . not having our way of life . . .
taken from us in preparing for war.”82 The Joint Congressional Aviation Policy
Board reported that the only defense against modern war "will be [a] swift and
more devastating retaliatory attack." The board also noted that

the primazy military objective of modern warfare 15 no longer the armed forces of the
cncmy The primary objective 1s the war potential or . . . the industzral organization and
the resources of the enemy. . .. The great contenders n a possible war pf the future will
engape i the political and then the industrial phases of that war, The polttical phase
of the next war has bceré?;actwcly engaged in since V-E Day—and the industnal phase

15 clearly recognizable.l .

‘With professed reluctance, the President’s Air Policy Commission stated that
"relative security is to be found only in a policy of arming the United States so
strongly (1) that other nations will hesitate to attack us or our vital national interest
because of the violence of the counterattack thay would have to face, and (2) that
if we are attacked we will be able to smash the assault at the earliest possible
moment." The commission recommended that the United States should maintain
“an adequate Navy and Ground Force" but that the military establishment "must
be built around the air arm. . . . Our military security must be based on air power."
In view of the violence of an enemy attack against the United States, the
commission stated: "What we must have and can support is a reasonably strong
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defensive establishment to minimize the enemy’s blow, but above all a
counteroffensive air force in being which will be so powerful that if an apgressor
does attack, we will be able to retaliate with the utmost violence and to seize and
hold the advanced positions from which we can divert the destruction from our
homeland to his."!

The President’s Air Policy Commission sought to base its military aircraft
procurement recommendations on a firm estimate of the date by which an enemy
nation might be expected to possess auclear weapons. The commission found that
expert opinion on the subject varied from that of some highly qualified persons
who said that other nations might already possess the weapons to that of other
equally well-qualified persons who estimated that other nations would not possess
atomic weapons in quantity for fifteen years, The commission thus set its own date
of 1 Jannary 1953 as A~day—the date when the US air arm should be able to deal
with a possible attack against the United States. The commission stated that a
futuxe hostility might well be a localized conflict or a practice war such as the

. Spanish civil war bad been, but it urged that the United States must assume that
"if the enemy can do it he will make a direct air assault on the United States
mainland regardless how or where the first shooting starts." The commission
recommended that immediate steps be taken to build the Air Force to 70 groups
(6,869 first-line aircraft) and the Air National Guard to 27 groups (3,212 first-line
aircraft) and to equip the 34-group Air Force Reserve adequately. The Air Force
was also judged to require an additional reserve of some 8,100 aircraft. It
recommended that the 70 groups should be ready for service by 1 Januvary 1950
and the complete Air Force program should be in being by the end of 1952. The
commission found it more difficult to evalnate Navy requirements for aircraft.
Although the Navy would not be required to oppose a hostile snrface fleet in the
fature, it would be expected to keep supply lines open to forward air bases and to
overseas sources of essential war materials, The aircraft carrier would be the major
ship of the future Navy; to carry out its future responsibilities (one of the most
important being protection against modern submarines) the Navy would require
5,793 first-line planes plus about 5,100 in support. The Navy had presented strong
arguments for increasing its air strength to 8,000 first-line planes with 6,500 planes

. in support, but the president’s commission believed that such an increase would
constitute anaval expansion which should be deferred until the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had completed a strategic plan that would demonstrate the need for a naval
expansion, In addition to providing the minimum-level combat air arm that the
United States would require on 1 January 1953, the President’s Air Policy
Commission believed that expanded aircraft procurement would enable the
nation’s aircraft industries to maintain the industrial base necessary for a national
mobilization emergency.l

‘The Joint Congressional Aviation Policy Board was openly critical of the fact
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had not completed a unified plan of action for a future
conflict that would have allowed it to make an exact computation of the aircraft
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requirements of the Navy and the Air Force. In view of the "inability of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to prepare a unified plan," the congressional board accepted the
unilateral statements of requirements offered to it under two plans of action: Plan
A toprovide the air strength necessary to mount promptly an effective, continuing,
and successful air offensive against a major encmy, and Plan B to prevent the loss
of a war at the outset of hostilities through effective retaliation but not a sustained
offensive action. Plan A included the Air Force’s 70-group program with 20,541
aircraft plus the Navy program of 14,500 aircraft, or a total of 35,041 aircraft to be
procured between 1949 and 1953, when procurement would begin to level off. Plan
B was substantially the same program, but with less reserve aircraft. "We believe,"
stated the Joint Congressional Aviation Policy Board, "that when . .. a unified plan
has been determined, the total requirements of the armed services may be
materially reduced below the totals of the estimates prepated unilaterally,™ S As
an additional means of maintaining a desirable mobilization base, both the
congressional board and the president’s commission suggested that the armed
services should give thought to contracting with civilian firms for part of the .
military’s aircraft maintenance. Contract overhaul of military aitcraft shonid result f
in monetary savings and would build up civil staffs trained in such work for use in
a mobilization emergency.

Some of the men who worked on the President’s Air Policy Commission report
expressed regret that the commission had not been more critical of the weakness
of the overall defense plan for the United States.’®® De Seversky later snggested
that the president’s commission "strategically didn’t make much sense" except to
the aviation industry, because it recommended everything that flew—strategic
aviation, tactical aviation, naval aviation, marine aviation, airlines, helicopters, and
private flying, He described the division of the strategic problem into two phases,
according to whether or not Russia had atomic weapons, as being unrealistic.
"That, I thought," said de Seversky, "was a great fallacy because improved
explosives don’t necessarily change strategy; they may change tfactics, but they do
not change strategy. Whether you are carrying TNT or atomic bombs, you will have
to win control over the medium throngh which you want to make a delivery. The
means of delivery are more important than the e::z:pl(:sive.s."189 Aboard of Air Staff
officers named by Secretary Symington to analyze the reports of the president’s .
commission and the congressional board took more optimistic attitudes when it
reported on 23 March 1948 These officers judged the four primary functions of
the Air Force to be: defense against air attack, the capability to deliver an
immediate retaliatory attack against an aggressor, tactical air support of ground
forces, and gaining and maintaining air supremacy in order to carry out sustained
air operations against vital enemy installations. Since both the commission and the
board had recommended that the Air Force attain a 70-gtoup strength, the board
of officers recommended that the Air Force begin an immediate expansion toward
that program.’*’
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Air Power and the Berlin Ajrlift

In the summer of 1947, prior to the organization of the National Defense
Establishment and the investigations by the president’s commission and the
congressional board, the Army, Navy, and Air Force had unilaterally prepared
their budgets for fiscal year 1949. The budgets were based on the overall target of
$10 billion that President Truman had indicated would be available for military
defense. The service budgets supposedly were developed from Joint Chiefs of Staff
plans, but the Joint Chiefs neither reviewed nor approved the detailed military
budget. When Forrestal appeared before the president’s commission, he let it be
known that he would be very reluctant to disturb the structure of the fiscal year
1949 military budget, except on the urgent request of the Joint Chuefs of Staff °
The Air Force portion of the national defense budget for fiscal year 1949 allowed
the operation of a maximum of 55 combat groups and 17 separate squadrons and

. provided $700 million for the continued modermzat:on of the combat groups by
replacement of their World War II aircraft.’”

In visualizing the expenditure of the $700 million for new aircraft, Air Force
planners committed enough funds in the 1949 budget for the purchase of enough
additional jet fighters to equip a total of 13 of the Air Force’s 24 fighter groups
with these aircraft, 13 However, none of the available jet fighters could escort
bombers to far distant targets. Still the Air Force accepted the doctrinal lesson of
World War I that an attainment of a preliminary air superiority was necessary in
order that surface operations could be undertaken successfully or that decisive
bombing of an enemy’s vitals could be accomplished. In July 1947, however, in the
United States Strategic Bombing Survey report titled Air Campaigns of the Pacific
War, Maj Gen Orvil A, Anderson questioned the awr superiority doctrine, "Air
superiority 15 not an end in itself" suppested Anderson "Operations must be
evaluated in terms of the decisiveness of the action and the cost to our own war
potential. If the over-all damage inflicted on the enemy significantly outwsighs the
cost of the operation in terms of manpower, materiel, and production potential,
the operation may be strategically sound."* During World War II, the Eighth Asr

. Force had found that the best method for daylight penetrations of Germany was
with large bomber formations. In the summer of 1947, however, mterceptor tests
flown by the 1st Fighter Group a amst B-29s indicated that P-80 pilots had
difficulty intercepting a single B-29.7%% As the speed of both bombers and fighters
increased, General Kenney reasoned that dogfighting between aircraft would be
impossible and that intercepting fighters might be able to make no more than a
single head-on pass against a bomber.

Although Air Force thinkers had begun to express cantious optimism that the
employment of nuclear bombers without fighter escort might be strategically
feasible, the USAF Aircraft and Weapons Board, when it began to study the
problem of attacking Soviet targets in the antumn of 1947, was uncertain about the

—————
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kinds of bombers that ought to be procured for the Strategic Air Command. At
this time it still appeared that the future supply of atomic bombs would be very
limited and that the Strategic Air Command would have to plan to use a heavy
proportion of conventional bombs in a strategic air campaign. The major problem,
however, wasto Bjenetrate Soviet defenses and attack heavily defended targets with
atomic bombs.”? The only intercontinental bomber that the Air Force had in
prospect was the giant, conventional B-36. An order for 100 of these planes had
been placed on 23 Fuly 1943, but to meet price rises and the costs of improved
engines this wartime order had been cut to 95 aircrafi. Since the war appropriation
covering the contract would run out in June 1948, the Air force would nced new
appropriations to complete it. The B-36 was large and appeared to be relatively
slow, but it was the only aircraft that conld bomb Soviet targets from bases in the
Uhited States.'*® B-29s and improved B-30s were already in the Strategic Adr
Command inventory, but these planes lacked the range to strike deep in Soviet 4
targets and return, The Air Force had two jet strategic bombers under
contemplation. In 1944 in response to a requirement, the Boeing Company had .
developed the six-jet, medium-range B-47. In 1946 Boeing had won the design
contest for an intercontinental jet bomber that would be designated as the B-52.
But, with available power plants and a requirement for built-in intercontinental
range m its design stage, the B-52 was threatening to become even larger than the
B-36." Recogmzmg that Air Force bombers lacked global range, Col Dale O
Smith suggested in an article published in the antumn of 1947 that the Air Force
might prepare its crews to fly one-way atomic combat missicns. Smith suggested
that the crews would have a good chance to evade and survive, Such blitz tactics
would rapidly expend the bomber force, but Smith thought that there "seems tobe
little doubt that the nation making the first atomic bomb strike in force will be the
victor.nZOO

In an effort to clear up indecision within the Air Force regarding the strategic
bomber program, General Spaatz formed a Heavy Bombardment Committee on
9 September 1947 with representatives from the Air Staff, the Strategic Air
Command, the Air University, and the Air Materiel Command, and charged it to
study "methods of and instrumentalities for air delivery of individual and mass i
atomic attacks against any potential enemy from bases within the comtinental .
United States." In its discussions, the bombardment committee shared the current
concern that the B-36 might not have as good a chance to penefrate as wonld faster
medium bombers. Based on this belief, the committee sought means to extend the
range of medivm bombers. General Kenney had already urged the development
of tracked landing gears that would enable his bombers to operate from hastily
prepared airstrips, possibly on the polar ice caps. Another alternative, favored by
both the Strategic Air Command and the Air Materiel Command, was to develop
air-to-air refeeling equipment and to employ tanker aircraft that could refuel strike
aircraft en route to a target. Such aerial refueling had been used in 1929 when then
Maijor Spaatz and Captain Eaker had broken the world’s aircraft flight endurance
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record in the Ouestion Mark. Thought had been given to the use of aerial refueling
during World War 11, but the technique was logistically infeasible for supporting
massed bomber attacks that employed iron bombs, As a means of extending the
range of fighter-escort aircraft, General Vandenberg had urged aerial refuelingin
1945. Aerial refueling would be expensive, however, since two aircraft—a bomber
and a tanker —would be required to accomplish a single sortie.

After studying all aspects of the bomber problem, the Heavy Bombardment
Committee recognized that the most practical way to extend the range of existing
medium bombers and to lighten the design weight of the proposed intercontinental
B-52 jet bomber was to develop equipment and techniques for air-to-air refueling
of bombers from specially equipped tanker aircraft. Aerial refueling also would
permit the B-47 jet bomber, which was still in prototype awaiting a decision for
production, to strike far distant targets. The committee, therefore, recommended
that air-to-air refueling be developed as a matter of first priority. It, nevertheless,

. emphasized that the Air Force should not completely close the door on the
development of aircraft with built-in range. Since much of the information about
the B-36 was stil speculative, the panel recommended that the Air Force ought to
continue the funding of the 95 B-36s that were on order. The latter serial models
of these B-365 could be equipped with improved engines, and it might be possible
to convert some of the earlier serial B-36As into aerial tankers. At sessions held
on 27-30 January 1948, the USAF Aircraft and Weapons Board accepted the
Heavy Bombardment Committee’s recommendations, and Spaatz formally
approved them on 3 March 1948 20

In the winter of 194748, the Soviet Union began revealing its aggressive designs
upon Western Europe. According to unofficial reports reaching the US State
Department late in 1947, the Soviet general staff sought permission from the Soviet
government to push troops straight into Western Europe, thus preempting the
rebuilding of Western Europe with military force before Marshall Plan aid could
become effective. As the story was told, however, the Politburo overruled the Red
Army and issued orders for internal Communist strikes and revolts throughout
Western Europe. The organization for revolution was activated in December 1947,

. but the essential structure of most Enropean governments held up despite an

h agonizing week of strikes and disorders.*” On 24 February 1948, however, a
Communist coup d’état overthrew the government of Czechoslovakia, which had
been a model of democratic rule in central Europe. Few Communist acts of
aggression shook the Western nations as profoundly as the loss of this friendly
republic to the forces of Soviet subversion.?*2 In a top-secret message from Berlin
on 5 March, Gen Lucius D. Clay, commander in chief, US European Command,
reported that war might well be imminent. "For many months, based on logical
analysis," Clay messaged, "I have felt and held that war was unlikely for at least ten
years. Within the last few weeks, I have felt a subtle change in Soviet attitude which
I cannot define but which now gives me a feeling that it may come with dramatic
suddenness."?%*

233

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

—

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

‘When he appeared before the House Subcommittee on Military Appropriations
on 16 March 1948, Secretary Forrestal conceded that the international position of
the United States had deteriorated. "Wars," he said, "are usually cansed by the
assurance on the part of an aggressive power that it possesses sufficient superiority
to overcome any possible obstacles to the success of its military efforts. . .. Since
the United States is a democracy— a form of government which traditionally does
not start a war of aggression—its national defense policy must be directed at
preventing the development of that tempting imbalance of power." Forrestal
admitted that the president’s commission and the congressional board had shown
that the nation’s air strength was less than its strategic position required. "There
is no question," he said, "but that our national security would be greatly enhanced
by such a powerful Air Force." He argued, nonetheless, that the armed forces
budgets had "to strike a balance between funds which are available and
expenditures which might be considered strategically desirable or even essential.”
Thus, Forrestal supported the $10 billion military budget, which would maintain .
the Air Force at 55 combat groups and would keep the Army and Navy in an
appropriate balance with this force. "While the Air Force and naval aviation alone
may be the cutting edge,” be concluded, "we must also have the logistical
organization to back them up, the adequately equipped Ground Force to seize and
hold the bases from which planes fly, the ships with which to supply and help
protect such bases, and all of the other elements of balanced strength."0>

Speaking to the same committee later in the same day, Secretary Symington
emphasized that an Air Force in being provided two assets: "It serves as an active
deterrent to any aggressor, and it is the force which envelops him in prompt and
decisive retaliatory action if he risks war with the United States.” In response to a
direct question, both Symington and Spaatz, who accompanied the secretary,
asserted that the minimum air power necessary for the security of the United States
was the 70-group program. Symington agreed that the "maintenance of an
adequate Army" was "essential to the effectiveness of the Air Force," Several
hundred thousand Army troops would be necessary for "holding and servicing an
airbase complex in a forward area." In subsequent testimony, Gen Omar N.
Bradley, who had succeeded General Eisenhower as Army chief of staff, .
demonstrated the Army’s importance by visualizing how a future war would be
fought: "First, by repelling any attack made against us, and repairing the damage,
and preparing the people to receive that shock without getting too discouraged.
Next, we would immediately secure bases we do not now have from which he might
attackus. ... Next, we would try to launch a counterattack against him bsy air. The
next phase would be trying to move those bases closer to the cnemy."zo

While congressional hearings on the defense establishment’s fiscal year 1949
budget continued, the Soviet commander in Germanyserved notice on 1 April 1948
that his troops would begin to inspect Allied trains and trucks going to Berlin. The
Soviet military blockade of Berlin was beginning although it would not be clamped
down in earnest until June. When Forrestal appeared before the House Armed

]
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Services Committee on 12 April, Representative Carl Vinson told him frankly that
he intended to seek to secure an additional $992 million for aircraft procurement
funds to provide a 70-group Air Force. Answering a question that Forrestal had
put to them earlier, the Joint Chiefs stated on 14 April that, based solely on military
considerations, they believed that the administration should advocate a balanced
military establishment commensurate with the 70-group program for the Air
Force. To support such a balanced force, more than $9 billion would need to be
added to the fiscal year 1949 budget. Forrestal returned this report with an
additional request that the Joint Chiefs gave him an estimate of the additional force
which could be obtained with an additional $3 billion rather than $9 billion, Within
the Air Force share of this increment, Spaatz figured that the Air Force could—by
utilizing many mothballed planes rather than buying a complete complement of
new aircraft— afford to activate all of the 70-group program except for two light
bomber and two troop carrier groups, which could be delayed since they would be
. scheduled to support ground divisions that would not be active before 1950,
Apparently accepting the Joint Chiefs’ planning, President Truman forwarded a
supplemental a ?pmpriation request to Congress on 13 May asking for
$3,068,441,000 Truman stated that every effort should be made to reassure the
public that the increased appropriation was "not one of mobilization for war, but
rather one of maintaining a firmer foundation of preparedness on which a more
rapid mobilization could be based than would be possible without the increases."
Truman enjoined Forrestal to proceed with great care in making commitments and
to give the entire program a realistic review in September and December 1948, Cn
25 June, Truman further directed that the Air Force would not expand beyond a
strength of 411, 000 men and 9,240 active aircraft pending further review in the
autumn of 1948.%°
Shortly after he succeeded Spaatz as Air Force chief of staff on 30 April 1948,
Gen Hoyt 8. Vandenberg faced the immediate problem of mobilizing existing Air
Force capabilities to resist Soviet aggression in Germany and the longer range
problem of expanding the Air Force within the limits set forth by President
Truman, In Germany, on 24 June, Soviet troops firally balted all rail and road
. movement from the west into beleaguered Berlin, Later on, Gen Maxwell D. Taylor
would assert that people like General Clay and others felt that the United States
"should have used force on the highway, at least to verify what the Russian intent
was."2% Contemporary evidence, however, indicates that from the start of the crisis
Washington authorities proceeded on the assumption that Berlin would be
supplied as long as possible by airlift. "After discussion with the military services. ..
and . . . throughout the National Security Council and finally with the President
and the appropriate committees of Congress to whom I reported,” said Under
Secretary of State Robert A. Lovett, "we decided to stand firm in Berlin and not
be thrown.out, confident that we could do the job ultnnatelyby the same techniques
that we used in hifting approximately 70, 000 tons in one month over the hump from
India into China at very high altitudes. n210
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In Germany, where he had been assigned as commander of the United States
Air Force in Europe, General LeMay started the Berlin Airlift with locally
available planes on 26 June 1948, Back in Washington, Secretary of State George
C.Marshall and Lovett emphasized that the United States could not afford to bluff.,
"We had to have something to back us up," Lovett maintained, "in case the Russians
wanted to use this as an excuse for a war." At a meeting on 27 June, Forrestal,
Lovett, and high-ranking officers discussed the advisability of deploying two
additional B-29 squadrons to join the squadroz of the 301st Bombardment Group,
which was on a rotational tour of duty at Furstenfeldbruck Air Base in Germany
and of securing approval from Great Britain for the movement of two other B-29
groups to British bases, With Truman’s approval, the State Department queried
Britain on her willingness to accommodate the groups and received an affirmative
reply.Z! On27 June, Air Staff officers went to Andrews Field and verballybriefed
the Strategic Air Command as to what was expected of it. Without delay, the
Strategic Air Command ordered the two remaining squadrons of the 301st Group
to move to Goose Bay, Labrador, the normal summer staging point for Eurape. .
The 28th and 307th Groups were put on short alerts at their home airfields. Given
orders to continue the deployment, the 301st Group was in place in Germany on
2 July. Some additional time was required to prepare bases in Great Britain, but
the 307th arrived there on 17 July and the 28th bad its planes in England on 18
J uly.212 Assoon as the B-29 deployment was completed, the Military Air Transport
Service was able to put most of its capabilities into the Berlin Airlift. Maj Gen
William H. Tuaner took command of the angmented Airlift Task Force
(Provisional) in Europe on 30 July. Ultimately employing US Air Force, Navy, and
Royal Air Force transport aircraft, Tunner soon geared up Operation Vittles to
its mazximum capacity; the airlift carried a total of 2,325 million tons of food, fuel,
and supplies into Berlin before the blockade was ended. One of the most important
immediate lessons of the airlift, according to Tunner, was the inherent efficiency
of large transport planes to accomplish important airlift missions. 13

"For the first time in history," stated Air Force Magazine in September 1948,

the Umted States 15 employing its A Force as a diplomatic weapon. . . . Today, in ‘
keeping with its coming of age as the nation’s first line of defense, the USAF has taken

on two big assignments 1n international affairs . . . One 15 what has been called "the

return of the American Air Force to Europe,” the arrival of two groups of Strategic Awr

Command B-29sn England ~ The second 15 the Berlin Aulift, . . . The fixst chapters

of the "role of air power 1n diplomacy” are being wnitten here,

Earlier in the summer, Forrestal had feared that the British might not be willing
to accept forceful diplomacy that carried a risk of war; but, in October, Chancellor
of the Exchequer Sir Stafford Cripps assured him that "Britain is placing its main
reliance on the development of fighter aircraft to insure the security of Britain.
Britain must be regarded as the main base for the deployment of American air
power and the chief offensive against Russia must be by Air." When Forrestal
visited Britain in November 1948, Winston Churchill told him that the United
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States ought not to minimize the destructive power of atomic weapons lest the
Russians receive dangerous encouragement. Speaking in person in Boston on 31
March 1949, Churchill advanced the same vieweven more positively. "It is certain,"
he said, "that Euwrope would have been communized like Czechoslovakia and
London under bombardment some time %0 but for the deterrent of the atomic
bomb in the hands of the United States."

Strategic Bombing and the B-36 Controversy

"I am firmly convinced,” wrote Dr Edward Teller, the nuclear physicist who had
done pioneer work on the A-bomb and who would father the H-bomb, "that in the
early postwar years secrecy was a powerful barrier between military men who were
clinging to the past and scientists who were turning away from what seemed a
frightening futare. 1216 The whole matter of atomic weapons continued to be a very

. heavy secret that was not even shared among all top-level military officers. Writing
in November 1948, Bernard Brodie reported there was "reason to believe that the
amount of uranium and thorium available in the world for the manufacture of
atomic bombs is much more limited than was being assumed two years ago, and
the deposits available are much more accessible to the United States than to the
Soviet Union,"?'” Knowledge of the size of the US atomic weapons production
effort and the stockpile was confined to a very small circle. As late as May 1951,
Gen Douglas MacArthur testlﬁed that he did not know the number of atomic
weapons in the US stockpile.2 8 Although two years had passed since Hiroshima
and Nagasaki had been destroyed by atomic weapons and additional tests of atomic
bombs had been made at Bikini and Eniwetok in the summer of 1946, there was
lingering uncertainty in the military services as to the potential effect of atomic
weapons on the old techniques of war. One viewpoint was that an atomic bomb
was merely another weapon. While his statement was soon retracted, the head of
the Navy’s Aviation Ordnance Branch told the House Committee on Armed
Services in October 1949: "You counld stand in the open at one end of the north-
south runway at the Washington National Airport, with no more protection than

. the clothes yon now have on, and have an atom bomb explode at the other end of
the runway without serious injury to ycau."2

Although Air Force thinkers never underestimated the destructive capabilities
of atomic weapons, they apparently required time in which to grasp the potential
gamut of effects that these weapons held for air operations and the modifications
of air doctrines that could be accepted when they were employed. One of the
principal results of the clear identification of Soviet Russia as the major menace
to world peace was a vigorous analysis within the National Military Establishment
of the potential influence of atomic weapons on future American military strategy.
The concept that atomic air power could "kill a nation" apparently emerged in the
Air Force Directorate of Intelligence during the winter of 1947-48 when target
planners were attempting to work up a bist of industrial objectives in the Soviet
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Union that had been requested by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In the aftermath of
World War II, the United States Strategic Bombing Survey depreciated the
effectiveness of Royal Air Force attacks against German populatlon centers, thus
US Air Force target planners attempted to develop Soviet steel, oil, aluminum,
aircraft engines, tank factories, and electric power plants as air targets. Since most
of these specific targets were located within 70 Soviet cities, some target planners
suggested that atomic attacks might be directed against the Soviet cities rather than
the specific industries. The concept followed that the mission of atomic air attack
might be to destroy governmental control and industrial mobilization and support
potential instead of specific industrial targets, "I think," recalled Col Grover C.
Brown, who had been assigned to the Directorate of Intelligence, "it was a sort of
a shock to a lot of people when a few began to talk about bonus effects and
industrial capital and partlcularly when some began to ask what was a city besides
a collection of industry?"2%

When members of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff were briefed .
concerning the concept of atomic bombardment of Soviet cities, they were
reported to be completely opposed to it, "If you drop atomic bombs on Moscow,
Leningrad, and the rest,” George Kennan was said to have commented, "you will
simply convince the Russians that you are barbarians trying to destroy their very
society and they will rise up and wage an indeterminate guerrilla war against the
West." Charles Bohlen was quoted as responding: "The negative psycho-social
results of such an atomic attack might endanger postwar peace for 100 yﬁ:ars."221

Although the concept of atomic air attacks specifically directed against Soviet
urban targets was not accepted, the thinking did much to direct Air Force concepts
of its strategic capabilities. In his final report as Air Force chief of staff, Spaatz
wrote: "The primary role of military Air Power is to attack —not other aircraft but
targets on the ground that comprise the source of an enemy’s military strength.”
In an atticle published shortly after his retirement, Spaatz asserted: "It is
theoretically possible to demonstrate on the basis of the war just finished that the
precision bombing of a few hundred squate miles of industrial area in a score of
Russian cities would fatally cripple Russian industrial power." But at the same time
that he argued for the decisiveness of strategic atomic air attack, Spaatz reasoned ‘
that Army and Navy forces would be needed to secure forward air bases. "Only
from forward air bases can the mass of American air strength, including fighters,"
ke wrote, "gain control of the enemy air space. And not uatil we have won this
control could we be absolutely sure of the outcome of a war." Since air power could
not gainand hold forward air bases, Spaatz considered that ground and sea forces
would "remain indispensable supportmg instruments in the stru;glc for a mastery
of the air" until intercontinental air weapons were developed.??

Speaking out 1 a "gloves-off" talk in Los Angeles on 16 July, Secretary
Symington for the first time publicly criticized the balanced force concept of
American defense that had come out of World War II. According to anewspaper
report, Symington assailed "ax-grinders dedicated to obsolete methods" of warfare
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! who contended that large Air Force appropriations might unbalance the three
armed services, and he declared that air power should not be put in balance with
the Army and Navy but with the power of potential adversaries.?” In a letter on
11 August 1948, General Kenney pointed out that atomic bombs and other modern
developments had made profound changes in the concepts of war.

When we consider that 100 atom bombs will release more foot pounds of enexgy than
all the TNT released by all the belligerents of World War Il combmmed  and that the
effort could be put down m a single attack, it 15 evdent that the long drawn out war is
outofdate.. .No nation, including our own, could survive such a blow Awarin which
either or both apponents use atomic bombs will be over 1n a matter of days so thatour
target analysis system should change. Bombing of targets which will effect encmy
production n a few months 1s meaningless. There 18 no time to try to destroy the enemy
air foree. The air force that 1s supenior 1 1ts capabihity of destruction plays the domnant
role and has the power of deeision. The mferor air foree has no role Before 1t can be
built up the warwill be over The advantage accruing to the aggressor who makes such
. a surprse attack has beconie so great that it can aimost be considered decisive

In making a reevaluation of Douhet’s principles in the light of atomic explosives
in the summer of 1948, Lt Col Joseph L., Dickman found that the Douhet theory
was "not only a pattern for the conduct of the war but also a guide for the
preparation for one." He argued that the power of atomic bombs validated
Douhet’s principles on air power. Dickman suggested a corollary rule. "If; at any
time, it appears that expenditures for tactical aviation will jeopardize development
in strategic, the former will have to be sacrificed.’ In a study prepared on 10

August 1948, Col William W. Momyer, director of plans for the Tactical Air
Command, analyzed the whole Air Force mission. He pointed out that the Tactical
Air Command would not become involved in hostilities unless the atomic offensive
failed and the war degenerated into a conventional air-surface action, a
contingency that he did not anticipate would occur at alland, in any event, not vatil
approximately two years after the opset of a war, Momyer pointed out that Tactical
Air Command’s fighters would pass to the operational control of the Air Defense
Command at the onset of hostilities and argued for a more effective cross-training
. of fighters to perform both air defense and tactical air missions. Finally, he
questioned the planned use of jet fighters in an escort capacity as "an obsolete
concept of the last war. 2
Three articles in the autumn 1948 issue of the Air University Quarterly Review
strongly advocated a strategic bombardment strategy. "We have come to the
realization that if we are to have peace in our time it will have to be a Pax
Americana," wrote Lt Col Frank R, Pancake, "There has been a further awakening
to the fact that the instrument of Pax Americana must be Air Power, just as the
instrument of Pax Britannica a century ago was sea power. . . . In the event of
another war our first and perhaps only major offensive effort will be strategic air
attacks.%%" Writing on the relationship of air power and foreign pohcy, Lt Col John
P. Healey stated: "The historic discrepancy between our foreign policy aims and
their means of military supportis now ended. The ‘quantum jump’ taken by military
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technologyin this country affords a measure of military power slufﬂcient to support
our present aim if such power is wisely used as a deterrent.”

Looking backward at World War II, Col Dale O. Smith noted that air sisge or
strategic bombardment was "generally considered to have been the most decisive
factor" in the defeat of the Axis, but that the strategic bombing effort had required
the support of surface combat. In the war against Germany, the strategic bombing
effort had been frequently switched from one target system to another in the
expectation that a "key" target system could be destroyed with decisive results. In
the end, Smith said, "when German industry collapsed, no single target system was
responsible but rather a widespread disintegration of all industry occurred." From
this experience, Smith thought it plausible to conclude that "the most effective air
siege will result by concurrently attacking every critical clement of an enemy’s
economy at the same time. . .. Ifall the critical industrial systems'could be destroyed
at one blow, so that recuperation were impossible within any foreseeable time,
there seems fittle question but that a nation would die just as surely as a man will .
die if a bullet pierces his heart and his circulating system is stopped.” Smith
visualized an atomic striking force of 300 B-29s directed against an enemy nation,
and he thought there was little doubt that "an offensive bomber force, utilizing
tactical surprise, will be able to penetrate to targets in the enemy heartland."
Believing that the strategic air assault with atomic weapons would destroy a
modern nation, Smith suggested that the Air Force should abandon ®the old
doctrine of ‘sustained’ operations." "The atomic bomb is real. . . . There need be
10 doubt about its combat worthiness," he wrote. "Why then must we revert to the
old TNT bombs and forever hamstringzour logistical and tactical plans with the
requirement for sustained operations?%*

Fiscal Limits Affected the Military

Even though abill that anthorized a peacetime Air Force strength of 70 groups
and an eventual level-off purchase of 5,200 aircraft a year was lost in the closing
rush of the 80th Congress during the late summer of 1948, General Vandenberg
considered that Congress—by providing the first increment of funds for such a ‘
purpose—had given the Air Force a clear mandate to expand to the 70-group
objective. The Air Force, therefore, decided that the purchase of the 2,201 new
aircraft that could be funded with the augmented fiscal year 1949 appropriations
would be pointed toward accomplishment of the 70-group program. The Air
Fotce, thus, contracted to purchase 190 B-45 aircraft to partially equip five light
bombardment groups and three night tactical reconnaissance squadrons. In the
spring of 1948 many Air Force officers had continned to be skeptical of the B-36.
However, when the Air Force began to get deliveries of some of these planes, the
test data from them was so much better than had previously been reported that
Vandenberg elected on 24 June to continue the funding on the original contract
for 95 aircraft. Contracts were also awarded for 10 B-47 jet bombers, 132 B-50Ds,
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1,457 jet fighters, and 147 transport and troop carrier planes. Moreover, by
stretching available personnel strength rather thinly, the Air Force was able to
activate a total of 60 combat groups before the end of 1948.2%0

In the spring of 1948 when work was begun on fiscal year 1950 budget request,
the Air Force assumed that appropriations would be enlarged to support expanded
personnel strength and aircraft procurement necessary for the 70-group program.
The Air Staff, therefore, first submitted a request for an $8 billion appropriation
to the secretary of defense. Then, as Secretary Symington explained, "word got
around that again the three services were going to ask for everything they counld
get on a unilateral basis and then we were all going to be cut proportionately
because there was no agreed on strategic plan against which to buy." Symington,
therefore, took personal responsibility for raising the Air Force budget request to
more than $11 billion. Asa result, the uncoordinated original estimates of the three
military services Teceived by Forrestal totaled more than $30 million®! The

. indications were that no such amount of money would be available, During fiscal
vear 1949 the Bureau of the Budget had expected that the treasury would have a
$5 billion surplus, but, becanse of an economic recession, there would be a deficit
of almost $2 billion, In the summer of 1948, acting on advice from the Bureau of
the Budget and apparently without consulting the National Security Council or the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, President Truman established a ceiling of $14.4 billion on the
national defense budget for fiscal year 1950.%% The wide difference between the
military requirements submitted by the individual services and the presidential
ceiling forced the secretary of defense to make decisions.

In an effort to return responsibilities for stating force requiremeats to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Secretary Forrestal secured the appointment of a budget review
board of three officers from the services headed by Gen Joseph T. McNarney,
commander of the Air Materiel Command, As early as 10 July, Forrestal also
submitted a formal request for budgetary guidelines to the National Security
Council. When he received no response, he evidently sought bits and pieces of
advice elsewhere, Walter B, Smith, US ambassador to Russia, told Forrestal that
the Russians did not, in his opinion, have the industrial competence to develop the

. atomic bomb in quantity for "five or even ten years." General Vandenberg
reassured Forrestal that the Air Force could drop the atomic bomb "where, how,
and when it was wanted." Working in terms of requirements for balanced forces,
the McNarney board reduced the service requests to $23.6 billion but could go no
lower. The Joint Chiefs of Staff estimated that the $14.4-billion defense budget
would limit US action against the Soviet Union to a strategic air offensive from
Britain and suggested that for $16.9 billion the United States could maintain forces
needed to control the Mediterranean as well as conduct the strategic air offensive.
Forrestal presented these facts to Truman on 5 October, but President Truman
held to the $14.4 billion budget and planned to take care of the Mediterranean with
a supplemental appropriation if an emergency arose.2*3 In a final conference with
the president on 9 December, Forrestal and the service secretaries again advocated
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the $16.9 billion budget, but Truman would not budge from $14.4 billion. Faced
with this ceiling, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that the funds should be subdivided
at $4.834 billion for the Army, $4.624 billion for the Navy, and $5.025 billion for the
Air Force. 24

Aware that it faced definite strategic requirements and would be unable to
expand to 70 groups, the Air Force began to reorganize its forces in the winter of
1948-49. Under the $14.4-billion budget ceiling, the Air Force mission (as defined
by the USAF Senior Officers Board) would be:

(2) mally, to launch a powerful air offensive designed to exploit the destructive and
psychologieal power of atomic weapons agamst the vital clements of the Soviet
war-making capacity. (b)) To provide on an austerity basis for the air defense of the
United States and sclected base areas (c) To provids the air components necessary for
the advancement, intensification, andfor diversification of our wutial offensive untl
forces generated from inadequate mobilzation bases have become available.

Seeking to pool resources that could be used for more than one purpose, the Air 0
Force on 1 December 1948 established the Continental Air Command at Mitchel
Field as a superior headguarters to the Air Defense Command and the Tactical
Air Command. The Continental Air Command received direct command over the
six air forces formerly assigned to the Air Defense and Tactical Air Commands,
both of which were reduced to the status of operational headquarters. The
Continental Air Command also took over three of the Strategic Air Command’s
fighter groups.>* Although the comsolidation of commands was a product of
austerity, Col William H. Wise, deputy chief of the Air University’s Evaluation
Division, hailed it as being fundamentally correct and called for further
consolidation. "An Air Force Combat Command," he recommended,

should besocrgamzed and constituted as to make 1t readily feasible toemploy masimum

stréngth mn the performance of the mussion at hand, be it stratege, tactical, or

defensive . . Since an Aur Force properly orgamzed and equipped to achieve success

in the decisive phasewill be capable also of performing the necessary tactical operations

1n the exploitation phase, the peacetime mamntenance of a specialized arr arm at the

cxpense of the strength and effectiveness of the deesive air echelons is unwazranted

The soundness of this concept 1s already recognized 1n the Awr Force, but how soon .
correctrve action can or will be accomphshed 1s a matter for conjecture.

Since the budgetary limitations would force the Air Force to reduce its combat
strength to 48 groups and 10 separate squadrons and to change its aircraft purchase
programs, General Vandenberg assembled the USAF Senior Officers Board in
Washingfon on 29 December 1948 for the first of seven-day-long sessions. Because
General Fairchild was ill, General McNarney presided as acting chairman. The
other two members of the board were Generals Norstad and Craig, Recognizing
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had for the first time provided a strategic concept of
operations against Soviet Russia, the board determined that "the launching of an
atomic offensive and the defense of the Western Hemisphere and the essential
base areas from which to launch the atomic offensive must be considered as the
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primary mission of the Air Force and must be given the greatest consideration and
priority." Because of the supreme importance of the strategic air mission, which
was now being vested in the Air Force, the board decided that means must be found
to deliver the atomic stockpile under the most adverse conditions foreseeable,
which included loss of advanced bases in the United Kingdom and an unexpected
failure of aerial refueling techniqu&:s.238
In determining requirements for strategic bombers, the USAF Senior Officers
Board heard testimony from General LeMay, who had taken command of the
Strategic Air Command on 16 October 1948. LeMay stated his basic conviction
that "the fundamental goal of the Air Force should be the creation of a strategic
atomic striking force capable of attacking any target in Eurasia from bases in the
United States and returning to the points of take-off.” To deliver the atomic
stockpile, LeMay needed four groups of bombers and one group of strategic
reconnaissance aixcraft. LeMay liked the B-36, In its tests in 1948, the B-36B had
. proven to be a better aircraft than had been predicted. By attaching two twin-jet
pods (actually B-47 engines) to the big conventional bomber, the B-36B would be
able to operate on a target run at an altitude of 45,000 feet and a maximum speed
of 378 knots. Assuming that the Soviets were not more advanced in aerial defense
than was the United States, the board reckoned that the B-36B would be able to
penetrate Soviet defenses. With its range, moreover, the B-36B could cover 97
percent of Soviet target complexes from bases in North America, The B-36 also
could haul 43 tons of conventional bombs over medium ranges, which would permit
a great intensification of a conventional air offensive if advanced bases were
available, The Strategic Air Command was programmed already to get two groups
of B-36s, and the senior officers concurred with LeMay’s request that the command
be authorized a total of four groups of B-36Bs and one group of RB-36Bs, all to
be equipped with supplemental jet pods.239
Since the 48-group program would reduce the Strategic Air Command'’s
strength to 14 bomber groups, the Senior Officers Board gave careful
consideration to the composition of the 10 groups that would be equipped with
) medium bombers, These planes might be called on to deliver nuclear weapons, but
. they more probably would be dispatched with conventional bombs in the wake of
a B-36 atomic attack against targets, such as Soviet oil, that were too small to
warrant atomic bombs. The Senior Officers Board noted that sufficient B-50s had
been delivered or were on order to equip and maintain five medium bomber groups
and one reconnaissance group, They recommended that two other medium groups
and one medium reconnaissance group should be equipped with speedy but
limited range B-47s. The remaining three medium bomber groups would continue
to be equipped with B-29s and RB-29s, but the board noted that the Air Force had
issued procurement orders for 30 B-54A aircraft— an ultimate development of the
B-50—which would probably become the replacement for the B-29s and
RB-29s. %0
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The Senior Officers Board made no recommendations as to the aircraft to be
used for modernizing the two strategic weather reconnaissance groups and the one
strategic mapping group that would be retained in the 48-group program. The five
light bomber groups that had been put in the 70-group program to perform ground
support missions were reduced to a single group. Tactical reconnaissance also was
reduced to the equivalent of one group (two squadrons in the United States and
one in the Far East). The board postponed consideration of the aircraft
requirements for the four heavy troop carrier groups and two light troop carrier
groups that would remain in the 48-group program, but it gave careful attention to
the equipment and composition of the 20 fighter groups that would be keptin active
service. In World War IT the P-47 and P-51 had served as admirable all-purpose
fighters, but the board reasoned that the advent of jet power probably prevented
the development of a successful all-purpose jet fighter, The F-80s, F-84s, and F-865s
would be no more than marginally effective against any bomber faster than a B-29,
Accordingly, the board recommended that a pure interceptor fighter should be ‘
developed by 1953-54. Pending further developmental work in fighters, the board
recommended that the F-84 and PF-86 should perform both interceptor and
penetration missions, but it stated that the 20 fighter groups should be divided into
eight penetration groups, seven interceptor groups, and five all-weather fighter
groups. 24

The cutback of the Air Force from its planned objective of 70 groups to 48
groups necessarily reduced the weight and speed of the initial air offensive,
seriously delayed the time at which the Air Force would be prepared to support
exploitative surface operations, and reduced the fighter defenses that had been
planned for advanced US bases in the United Kingdom. Recognizing these
limitations, Vandenberg approved the report of the USAF Senior Qfficers Board;
Secretary Symington also gave his approval when it was submitted to him on 13
Jannary 1949. On 5 February the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the Air Force
deployment inherent in the 48-group program. 22 The sudden termination of the
70-group objective meant that the Air Force had ordered aircraft from fiscal year
1949 money that it would be unable to use, By canceling vaxious orders including
51 B-435s no longer needed for light bombardment groups, 118 F-93s ordered as ‘
penetration fighters, and 30 C-125B assault transports that had been designed to
replace gliders, the Air Force recaptured some $269,761,000 from fiscal year 1949
supplemental funds that could be applied to the purchase of B-36s. In a series of
actions begun on 29 January 1949, the Air Force requested authority from
Secretary Forrestal to purchase 32 B-36s and 7 RB-36s and to modify the B-36s
already on hand or on order with jet pods, While this request was under study in
the National Military Establishment Research and Development Board, LeMay
requested still more B-36s on 2 February. LeMay told Vandenberg that ke carefully
compared the projected performance capabilities of the B-36s against those of the
B-54s and that he had decided that the B-54 contract ought to be canceled and
enough B-36s be bought to equip two additional groups. The Senior Officers Board
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reconvened on 21 February to hear about the proposed change, and it agreed that
either B-36s or B-47s ought to be procured instead of B-54s. Both the board and
General Vandenberg were willing to cancel the B-54 contract, but they were
refuctant to convert two medium bombardment groups into heavy bombardment
groups. At another meeting of the Senior Officers Board on 8 March, LeMay
offered a compromise proposal whereby he would retain the existing group
structure but would increase the aircraft complements of each B-36 and RB-36
group from 18 to 30 aircraft. This proposal was accepted, and the Air Force
secured the cancellation of the B-54 contract and a recertification of funds to
purchase 36 B-36s and five additional B-47s. Shortly before his resignation as
secretary of defense on 28 March, Forrestal approved the basic decisions to
procure additional B-36s.On 4 Ma&1949 President Truman formally released the
funds for the several B-36 projects. >
In other meetings during the spring of 1949, the USAT Senior Officers Board
. took long looks at Air Force development in relation to the new strategic planning,
The board recommended, in January, that the B-52 be designed to transport atomic
weapons and that any accommodation made to permit it to carryiron bombs should
notincreaseits basicweight. In March the board accepted the B-52 as the follow-on
replacement to the B-36 and recommended that B-36 production facilities should
be changed over to B-52 production as soon as enough B-36s had been obtained
to outfit four beavy bomber and two heavy reconnaissance groups. Also in March
the board recommended that B-47 production ought to be accelerated so that these
medium jets eventually could replace the conventional B-29s and B-50s. In a
meeting in May the board gave detailed consideration to Air Force fighters and
transports. After study of all available fighters, the board agreed with the
recommendation of Maj Gen Gordon P. Saville, head of the Air Defense
Command, that the F-86 Sabre was the best interim air defense fighter that could
be procured. The board earlier had recommended that the Air Force should
purchase no more than service test quantities of light cargo aircraft, but in May it
concluded that all transports procured ought to be designed to meet emergency
) and wartime military cargo airlift requirements of the Army and Air Force. The
. board recommended that the C-97 be continued in production until the Douglas
C-124, which most closely met wartime cargo requirements and should become
the standard heavy transport, could begin to reach units in May 1950. Although
the board reduced most requirements for smaller troop carrier planes, it
recommended continued production and procurement of C-119s, planes that were
suited for airdrop and air-delivered transport functions.

A Collective Defense and Air Power Strategy

While military planning emphasized that budget ceilings necessitated
redirections in strategy, President Truman apparently had begun to think seriously
about collective security as early asthe summer of 1948. In March 1948 the Western
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European nations concluded the Brussels Pact pledging themselves to collective
self-defense. The following July, Truman instructed Under Secretary of State
Lovett to begin exploratory discussions looking toward the participation of the
United States in a broadened Atlantic alliance. Agreements were reached on the
general nature of such a treaty in September and in December Secretary of State
Dean Acheson began to negotiate the treaty In private. In his inaugural address on
20 January 1949, Truman spoke of a need for a collective defense on the North
Atlantic area.%g
When they appeared before congressional committees in support of the
National Military Establishment budget for fiscal year 1950, the military leaders
generally emphasized the force reductions thatwere impending. Appearing before
the House Subcommittee on Appropriations on 31 January 1949, Forrestal
justified the budget as one "designed to maintain a military posture for the
preservation of peace." Forrestal continued to believe in balantced forces, but he
admitted that "as air power expands its radius it may be that you will have a war in 0
the future where you will rely on it alone." He favored the 70-group concept as an
authorized force, but he believed that this should be an ultimate —rather than an
immediate —go al 246 Army officers did not question the new strategy. Secretary of
the Army Kenneth C. Royall mentioned that for the first time in American history
the defense budget had been correlated for the three services; Lt Gen Albert E.
Wedemeyer, the Army’s deputy chief of staff for plans and combat operations,
observed that "for the first time in my knowle%e since I have been in the Army the
strategy has been correlated and integrated."*’
At Air Force hearings early in February, Secretary Symington explained that
the Joint Chiefs of Staff had accepted strategic bombing as the primary mission of
the Air Force and had approved the establishment and maintenance of the 48
combat groups and 10 separate squadrons. The Air Force assistant for
programming, Maj Gen Frederic H. Smith, Jr,, frankly described the 48-group
program as having "definite capabilities in the strategic air-offense field and . .. a
respectable defensive power,” but noted that it was "deficient inits means to exploit
the offensive, because it is shy in the essential close support of the ground-force
elements and in pursuing the tactical advantage with fighter bombers and light .
bombardment." Appearing on 7 February, Vandenberg did not question the
president’s decision to limit the military budget but gave his own purely personal,
military viewpoint on the matter. "Not taking into consideration the other factors
which T realize must be taken into consideration,” he said, "but speaking purely
from a military point of view, it is my opinion that the minimum defense forces, as
far as the Air Force is concerned—and with world conditions as they are
today —would consist of a 70-group Air Force 28
In speaking of the 1950 budget, Secretary of the Navy John L. Sullivan made
oblique remarks about the "enthusiasm of single-weapon experts " However, the
Navy supported the budget even though under it the numbers of its attack carriers
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would have to be reduced from 11 to nine, and there would be other substantial
reductions in naval vessels afloat.2*

While the leaders of the National Military Establishment supported the
presidential budget, Congress apparently believed that it would be necessary to
have a stronger Air Force if the nation was to follow an air strategy, On 28 March,
Chairman Carl Vinson of the House Committee on Armed Services proposed that
the Air Force receive an additional $800 millicn to enable it to maintain 57 effective
combat groups. Two days later, Chairman George H, Mahon of the House
Subcommittee on Armed Services Appropriations stated that Congress had
already taken the initiative to provide a 70-group program, and he recommended
that Congress increase the Air Force apprg?natlon by about $1 billion so that the
Alr Force could maintain about 60 groups > With such an amount of money, the
Air Force proposed to add sixstrategic bomber groups, thus restoring the Strategic
Air Command to its strength under the proposed 70-group structure, and to

. maintain three ﬁghter one light bomber, and one troop carrier group in order to
support the Army. " After exhaustive debate, Congress ﬁnally added more than
$726 million to the Air Force appropriation for fiscal year 19505

At the same time that the fiscal year 1950 budget was under consideration in
Congress, the Department of Defense had already begun to make its estimates for
the 1951 budget. On 21 Janunary 1949 Forrestal brought General Eisenhower back
to Washington on temporary duty to work with the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the
preparation of a war plan that he hoped would be the basis of future budgets. In
preparing for the 1951 budget, Forrestal directed each service chief to review his
portion of the war plan and state the forces that would be required. These force
levels then were costed for budgetary purposes. Following the same procedure
used the year before, the Joint Chiefs established a budget advisory groep and
headed it with Vice Adm Robert B, Carney. Assisted by the plans staffs on the
three services, the Carney group took longer than expected inits deliberations and
was unable to provide unanimous recommendations to the Joint Chiefs.
Increasingly fatigued by his duties, Forrestal arranged to resign. President Truman
requested that he introduce Louis A. Johnson to the duties of secretary of defense.

. Accompanied by Johnson, Forrestal took the Joint Chiefs to Key West in February
1949 for several days of uninterrupted study of force levels. The Joint Chiefs were
still unable to resolve all their problems within the $14.4 billion that they expected
to be the budget ceiling for fiscal year 1951, but they agreed to accord priorities to
forces on the basis of what would be necessary in order to avoid defeat, what next
would be necessary, and what they would require if each service could have every
type of weapon that it wanted 23

In December 1948, when they had considered the force structure to be attained
under President Truman’s budget ceiling, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had been able
to agree on all items except the number of attack carriers that the Navy would
continue to operate, The Air Force recommended four, the Army six, and the Navy
nine. Unable to agree, the Joint Chiefs had passed the problem to Forrestal, who
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had decided that the Navy would retain eight attack carriers and attendant forces
on active duty Apparently troubled after his return from Key West about the
matter of the supercarrier United States, which the Navy was i)egmmng to build,
Forrestal asked secretary-designate Johnson to make a thorough study of the
problem, saying that he had come to have doubts about it but that be did not feel
he could do anything about it, Shortly after he became secretary of defense on 29
March 1949, Johnson asked the Joint Chiefs to state their opinions on the aircraft
carrier. Adm Louis E. Denfield, chief of naval operations, favored the completion
of the $188 million vessel, on which some $20 million had already been expended.
General Bradley, on the other hand, reasoned that budgetary restrictions already
seriously limited the maintenance of minimum levels of balanced forces, that the
fundamental purpose for which the supercarrier was designed lay within a primary
function of the Air Force, that the Soviet Union was not a naval power, and that
the potential use of carrier air forces against land targets was limited. He, thexefore,
concluded that it was "militarily unsound to authorize at this time the construction .
of additiopal aircraft carriers or to continrue expenditures on the USS United
States." Vandenberg also expressed his opposition to the large carrier because he
could "see no necessity for a ship with those capabilities in any strategic plan against
the one possible enemy." He added that limited defense funds imposed a necessity
"of never buying a second priority item when essential items are still unbought.”
‘When his opinion was asked, General Eisenhower agreed that construction of the
large carrier should be canceled. After consulting with President Truman,
Secretary Johnson issued orders on 23 April discontinuing the construction of the
United States.™>

Meanwhile, the text of the North Atlantic Treaty was released to the public on
18 March 1949, a little more than two weeks before it was signed on 4 April in
‘Washington by representatives of Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland,
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdom, and
the United States.* By adhering to the treaty, the member nations agreed that an
armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America should be
comsidered to be an attack against all of them. Each of the members agreed to
"assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking action as it deems necessary, .
including the use of armed forces, to restore and maintain the security of the North
Atlantic area.* The overall Western Union command structure established by the
Brussels Pact would become a part of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO).

When he forwarded the draft treaty to Truman on 7 April, Secretary Acheson
pointed out that it did "not mean that the United States would automatically be at
war if we or one of the other parties to the treaty were attacked." The United States
would be obligated to take promptly the action which it deemed necessary, but the

t

*Greece and Turkey were imnvited to join NATO on 15 February 1952 and these two nations signed
the treaty later that spring. The Federal Republic of Germany was admitted to NATO n 1955,
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decision would have to be made in accordance with the constitutional process
under which only Congress had the power to declare war. President Truman sent
the treaty to the Senate on 12 April 1949. In spite of spirited debate by opponents
of US mvolvement in Buropean affairs, the Senate voted 82 to 13 to accept it on
21 July 1949.2%¢ While the North Atlantic treaty was under consideration in the
Senate, the Soviets evidently realized that the Berlin Aislift had thwarted their
efforts to starve West Berlin and that the Berlin blockade was leading to Western
European military unification. First informally on 27 April and then formally on
12 May, the Soviets agreed to end the Berlin blockade. Continued for a while to
build up supply stockpiles, the Berlin Airlift officially ended on 30 September
19492

The principle of collective security manifest in the Atlantic Pact permitted a
formalization of the American military strategy that already had been necessitated
by the presidential budgetary ceilings in fiscal year 1949, On 25 July, President
Truman asked Congress to appropriate $1.4 billion for military aid to countries
that were vital to the security of the United States. The major portion of the
appropriation would be devoted to the needs of the Western European nations.
Appearing as the representative of the Joint Chiefs of Staffin support of the Mutual
Defense Assistance Act before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs on 29
July, General Bradley outlined the new collective strategy. "The essence of our
overall strategy," he said, "is this: There is a formidable strength, and an obvious
economy of effort, resources, and manpower in this collective strategy, when each
nation is capable of its own defense, as a part of a collective strategic plan." In
approving the Mutual Defense Assistance Act, the Jomt Chiefs followed "the
principle that the man in the best position, and with the capability, should do the
job for which he is best suited." The Joint Chiefs also assumed that:

o First, the United States will be charged with the strategic bombing,

® We have repeatedly recognized in this country that the first priority of the
joint defense is our ability to deliver the atomic bomb.

® Second, the United States Navy and the Western Union naval powers will
conduct essential naval operations, including keeping the sea lanes clear, The
Western Union and other nations will maintain their own harbor and coastal
defense.

® Third, we recognize that the hard core of the ground power in being will come
from Europe, aided by other nations as they can mobilize.

® Fourth, England, France, and the closer countries will have the bulk of the
short-range attack bombardment, and air defense. We, of course, will maintain the
tactical air force for our own ground and naval forces, the United States defense.

o Fifth, other nations, depending on their proxinuty or remoteness from the
possible scene of conflict, will emphasize appropriate specific missions.
Bradiey argued that the defensive capabilities of the United States would be
improved if the military assistance program was put into effect.2>®

249

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

Most members of Congress apparently accepted the idea that military aid was
needed, but many objected to the manner and timing of the request, to the amount,
and especially to the proposal that the president have a free hand in allocating the
money and arms, A new admiristration bill, sent to Congress on 5 August, proved
more acceptable because it eliminated the blank-check authority for the president.
On 28 September, Congress passed the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949,
authorizing an appropriation of $1,314,010,000 and on 6 October the president
signed the bill, The act anthorized $1 billion in arms assistance to the North Atlantic
countries but provided that $900 million of it would not be available until the
president had approved recommendations for an integrated command structure.
The remaining funds were committed to the military aid of Greece and Turkey,
Iran, the Ph:hppmes, the Republic of Korea, and the Republic of China,Z

In the spring of 1949, when Congress added $726 million to the Air Force
appropriation for fiscal year 1950, President Truman and Secretary Johnson were
willing to hear Secretary Symington’s plea for a 70-group Air Force, but Truman
subsequently impounded the additional funds and kept the Air Force at the .
48-group level. Not waiting for the beginning of fiscal year 1950 to initiate its
downward readjustment in strength, the Air Force began to inactivate tactical
organizations in March 1949. By the end of the year it would possess 47 groups and
13 separate squadrons. Generally following the recommendations of the USAF
Senior Officers Board, the aircraft anthorized for procurement in fiscal year 1950
included 34 B-36Fs and 13 RB-36Fs, 81 B-47s, 709 jet fighters, 14 C-97s, 51
C-119Cs, and 50 C-124s, plus miscellaneous aircraft for a total of 1,252 planes. 2

Based partly on the impoundment of the funds that Congress had voted for Air
Force expansion, the Joint Chiefs of Staff assumed that the budgetary ceiling of all
military forces during fiscal year 1951 would be the same austere $14.4 billion that
had been authorized in fiscal year 1950, In May 1949 Secretary Johnson took the
Joint Chiefs to another conference in Key West, where they established the force
levels that could be supported with $14.4 billion, Quite without warning in July,
however, President Truman summoned Department of Defense officials and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to his office, where the director of the budget told them that
the nat:lonal defense expenditures for fiscal year 1951 must be reduced to $13 .
biltion.25 I was sick abont it," said Secretary Johnson, as he recalled his reaction
to the news. Although he tried to get the figure raised, he was unsuccessful. "The
climate on the Hill, the climate of the President’s economists and all the rest of the
economists, the climate of the world at that moment—the airlift having been
successful —the climate was," Johnson recalled, "there was going to be peace."262
In view of the reduction of the budget, each armed service would have to stand a
further reduction in forces. While the connection was not mentjoned, the reduction
in the defense budget was the same amount that Truman had requested; the
president may bave intended that reductions in US forces would be compensated
for by an increasing effectiveness of friendly allied forces.
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Investigations of the B-36 and Defense Unification

In the winter of 1948-49 the US Navy accepted the new American military
strategy based on a primacy of the strategic bomber offensive, According to Vice
Adm Arthur W. Radford, however, the Navy Department had not known of the
Air Force plans to purchase additional B-365 for strategic bombing until reports
to this effect appeared in the newspapetrs. 263 At the first Key West conference, the
secretary of defense had laid down the principle that each service should develop
the weapons it required fo perform its mission: the cancellation of the United States
on the split advice of members of the Joint Chiefs appeared to negate this principle.
Secretary Johnson had canceled the supercarrier without consulting either the
chief of naval operations or Secretary of the Navy Sullivan; in protest, Sullivan
resigned his office or 26 April. Sullivan explained that he expected the decision
not to develop a powerful weapon also would "result in a renewed effort to abolish
the Marine Corps and to transfer all naval and marine aviation elsewhere.%*
Within the Navy Department, a civilian public relations specialist drew up an
anonymous document, widely circulated in April and May, which charged that the
B-36 had been selected through corruption; that the Air Force was obsessed with
a belief that "airplanes can reduce warfare to a clean, quick, inexpensive and, to
our side, painless procedures”; that Air Force statements about the performance
capabilities of the B-36 were "false," "silly," and contrary to "all common sense and
all engineering knowledge"; and that in the effort to obtain the B-36 the Air Force
had canceled purchases of other aircraft to the detriment of continental air defense
and the air support of the Army.? The Navy also anhcxpated thatinits 1951 budget
it would have to reduce its attack carriers from eight to six, its escort carriers from
19 to eight, its carrier air groups from 14 to six, its gémol squadrons from 30 to 20,
and its Marine Corps air squadrons from 23 to 12,*° In response to a request for
an opinion, the new Secretary of the Navy Francis P. Matthews informed
Congressman Vinson on 20 July that the Air Force was "unbalanced in favor of
strategic bombing to the detriment of its ability to provide tactical air support for
ground forces and for other missions involving tactical aviation. Some reduction
of the large bomber groups translated into tactical aircraft would produce better
balance with the entire program, still being within the 48-group limitation."**

As it was directed to do by the House of Representatives, Congressman
Vinson’s Armed Services Committee began hearings in Aupust in which all
principal officials who had been concerned with B-36 procurement were
questioned. Early in the hearings the author of the anonymous charges appeared
and confessed the falsity of his allegations. After three weeks the committee
unanimously resolved on 25 August that not one iota of evidence had been
presented that would support charges that fraud or favoritism had played any part
in the procurement of the B-36 but that the testimony had shown that the Air Force
had selected and procured the bomber solely on the grounds that it was the best
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aircraft for its purpose. Even though it suspended the B-36 hearing early, the
committee expressed itself as deeply disturbed "by reason of recent developments
within the Department of Defense which might have resulted in the impairment of
the proper functlonmg of one or all of the services and thus endanger the national
defense.?% Because of this belief, the committee opened a second phase of its
hearings on 6 October and for 12 days heard testimony on the national defense
program, In the course of often repetitious testimony in the two hearings, Navy,
Air Force, and Army officers presented detailed but somewhat different analyses
of their concepts of national military capabilities and strategy,

In his letter to Vinson at the outset of the hearings, Secretary Matthews
demonstrated that the primary mission of the Navy was to command the seas and
in order to carry out its primaty mission the Navy had to have weapons which could
"destroy enemy forces threatening that command." Taking a corporate view of the
responsibility of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to ensure the defense of the United States,
Matthews was willing to grant each service a responsibility to inquire into the .
expenditure of scarce defense funds by the other services, but he argued that a
chief of any service was best informed as to the weapons his service needed to carry
outits responsibilities, As for the B-36, Matthews charged that the plane sacrificed
performance characteristics to obtain intercontinental range. As long as the Navy
controlled the seas, Matthews submitted that advanced bases would be available
to the Air Force, which should, therefore, develop and employ shorter range and
higher performance bombers, 2%

Heading a long visit of distinguished Navy witnesses, Admiral Radford
expressed his opposition to the B-36 because it had "become, in the minds of the
American people, a symbol of a theory of warfare—the atomic blitz—which
promises them a cheap and easy victory if war should come." He believed the B-36
to be an obsolete aircraft suited only for city bombing, "Are we as a nation," he
asked, "to have ‘bomber generals’ fighting to preserve the obsolete heavy
bomber —the battieship of the air?" He insisted that a proper air strategy ought to
be built around short-range jet aircraft such as the B-47 and naval jets that wonld
operate from advanced land bases and aircraft carriers to establish control of the
air over hostile territory and then wage strategic air warfare campalgns " Rear .
Adm R. A. Ofstie made a distinction between strategic air warfare, which was
directed against an enemy’s will and ability to wage war, and strategic bombing,
which he and the Navy witnesses arbitrarily described as an indiscriminate blitz
against urban areas. Ofistie supported strategic air warfare and accurate attacks on
precise military targets, but he deplored the strategic bombing that had unwisely
destroyed Germany and Japan. Ofstie thought that the concept of instant
retaliation had produced an illusion of power and even a kind of bomb-rattling
jingoism, The strategic bomber force, moreover, was an independent force that
served none of the primary demands for national security—the defense of Western
Europe, the protection of forward bases, the early reduction of enemy military
potential, or command of the sea. "Must the Italian Doubet continue as our
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prophet,' he asked, "because certain zealots grasped his false doctrines many years
ago and refuse to relinquish this discredited theory in the face of vast, costly
experience? Must we translate the historical mistake of World War II into a
permanent concept merely to avoid clouding the prestige of those who led us down
the wrong road in the past?"%'!

Appearing as the next principal witness for the Navy, Brig Gen Vernon E,
Megee, assistant director of Marine Corps aviation, emphasized the Marine Corps
belief in tactical air power. "The evidence appears conclusive," he stated, "that in
both the Atlantic and Pacific battle areas, tactical aviation, not strategic bombing,
was the decisive factor." He charged that the Air Force was neglecting the
development of tactical air power, and further asserted that the Air Force’s
“traditional doctrinal insistence on coequal command status at all levels of contact
with the ground forces . . . deprives the Army commander of operational control
over his supporting elements and requlres that [the] ultimate decision must be

. made at the Ievel of the highest echelon, in case of dispute between ground and air
commanders," Contmumg the Navy testimony, Fleet Adm Ernest J. King
pointed out: "Mass bombing is merely a specialized task and b:g bombers alone
will not assure us command of the air. Without control of the air, the job of the
soldier, the sailor, and gven the job of the strategw airman becomes more difficult,
perhaps impossible.”*”* As an advocate of air power, Adm Louis E, Denfield, chief
of naval operations, favored an initial air offensive by the nation’s total military air
power —Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps—at the outset of a war. He believed
that the airplane had materially altered the conduct of war, but that it had not
changed the basic principles and objectives of war. "The defeat of the armed forces
of the snemy," he said, "is still the primary objective of war. Air power is not an end
in itself,"2™

Because of the nature of the charges under investigation, Air Force leaders
devoted most of their time to a detailed history of B-36 procurement. However, on
12 Aungust Vandenberg described the strategic situation and the objectives and the
capabilities of the Air Force. Disdaining to talk in riddles, he identified the Soviet

. Union as the "one military threat to the security of the United States and to the

= peace of the world." The aggressive thrust of the Soviets could be contained only
by the economic and military power of Western nations, "The only war a nation
can really win," he said, "is the one that never starts." "When reason, good will, and
the accommodation of competing national interests give assurance of keeping the
peace," he thought, "the maintenance of deterrent forces will be unnecessary. Until
that day comes, the striking power of atomic wcag ons in the hands of this country
is a prerequisite of national and world security."

As his statement continned, Vandenberg described the Air Force mission as
being the defense of the United States against air attack, the maintenance of forces
in being necessary to attack, immediately and effectively, the vital elements of an
enemy’s war-making capacity, and the preparation of air power that would work
in conjunction with surface forces. Even though all of these missions were
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important, the Joint Chiefs had determined that the capacity for immediate
retaliatory strategic attack was essential: this attack would blunt an enemy’s initial
operations and lay a foundation for subsequent operations by land, sea, and air
forces. Although the Air Force had given first emphasis toits strategic air elements,
Vandenberg pointed out that the distinction made between strategic air operations
(attacks against an enemy’s industrial strength) and tactical air operations (attacks
against an enemy’s military forces) was not completely valid. Such a distinction, he
said, "denies the unity of air power, by failing to recognize that strategicand tactical
air unifs are component parts of a whole and are complementary forces." As a
matter of practicality, he demonstrated that it was more difficult and more
expensive to destroy a deployed tank or plane than to destroy them in the process
of manufacture, but the choice of air targets depended on the situation. "The
ultimate objective of the strategic air campaign,” he said,

1s toreduce an enemy's capacity to belowthe fevelat which he can support lus war effort, ’
However, there maywell be interim or emergency sbyectives of overndmyg importance

For example, this would be the case if the enemy had a long-range air fleet and a stock

of atomic bombs, and if this disposition of these weapons rendered them vulnerable to

attack by a strategic force. Before attacking an enemy’s economuc strength, it mught be

mandatory, in the interest of survival, to take aciion to prevent these weapons of mass

destruction bemg employed agamnst us, Likewise, a hostile army poised on a European

frontier might, under certain circumstances, provide the best target for a strategie ame

foree

In justifying the employment of B-36s under conditions where air superiority
would not have been attained, the Air Force appeared to be deviating from its
findings that control of the air was necessary for a strategic air campaign.
Vandenberg was reluctant to discuss the matter in open sessions, but he reiterated
the historic fact: "No bormbing mission set in motion by the Army Air Forces in
World WarIT was ever stopped short of its target by enemy opposition." In response
to another pointed question, he said: "We have new tactics, new techniques, new
speeds, new altitudes, an entirely different type of explosive. Where at one time
the losses might be unacc 2B%able in another war, in order to destroy a target, they .
might be very acceptable.”’" Pressed still further, Vandenberg made an appraisal
that would plague him for the next several years. "In our defensive system or in that
of Britain or of any other country with an air defense system," he said, "the ultimate
that we can ever hope for from the point of view of destruction of forces launched
against us is in the neighborhood of 25 percent, That is the ultimate, and it
undoubtedly would be less than that.">’8

In their testimony before the hearings, both Symington and Vandenberg
emphasized that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were in full agreement that "the capacity
for an immediate retaliatory strategic bombing offensive is considered essential to
the security plans of the United States." "Today," said Vandenberg, "our air
potential is the most effective sm e deterrext to aggression; it is the strongest
single force working for peace. v27% p the first place," said Symington, "the Air
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Force believes that the atomic bomb plus the air power necessary to deliver it
represent the one most important visible deterrent to the start of any war. . ..
Secondly, if war comes, we believe that the atomic bomb plus the air power to
deliver it represent the one means of unloosing prompt crippling destruction upon
the enemy, with absolute minimum combat exposure of American lives."”* Both
Symington and Vandenberg disavowed any belief that an atomic blitz could
produce a "quick, easy, and painless war." "We can hope, but no one can promise,"
said Symington, "that if war comes the impact of our bombing offensive with atomic
weapons can bring it about that no surface forces ever have to become engaged.
Disregarding such an illusory hope, we do know that the engagement of surface
forces will take place with much greater assurance of success and much fewer
casualties to the United States and its Allies if an immediate, full-scale atomic
offensive is launched against the heart of the enemy’s war-making powe:r.“281
Vandenberg also emphasized that "any possible future war can be won only by the
. highest degree of teamwork among the Army, Navy, and Air Force." He specifically
denied that the Air Force sought to take over Navy or Marine aviation, and he
stated a belief that any future war "will be concluded on the ground." Vandenberg,
nevertheless, pointed out that balanced forces were those that were "balanced
against the task to be performed.” "Balance among military forces," he thought,
“should be based on the time sequence of muilitary tasks called for in the strategic
timetable."**2 This concept had caused him to oppose the construction of the
supercarrier. "I am in favor," he said, "of the greatest possible development of
carrier aviation to whatever extent carriers and their aircraft are necessary for
fulfillment of a strategic plan against the one possible enemy we have to face."
Aircraft cartiers had been of great importance in the island campaigns of the
Pacific, but Vandenberg believed that a future war would resemble the war against
Germany rather than that against Japan, Although he did not believe that a
supercarrier would be of value in a continental war, he saw a great requirement
for the employment of aircraft carriers in antisubmarine warfare. He said that he
was "not only willing but insistent that the types of carriers which can help meet
. the threat of an enemy submarine fleet shall be developed fully and kept in instant
readiness, The sea lanes must be kept opfm."283
Speaking as the newly appointed chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General
Bradley deplored the fact that too many secrets were being spread on the record.
Nevertheless, he felt forced to disclose the military plans and preparations of the
United States. With reference to the corporate Yoint Chiefs of Staff, Bradley said:
"We all believe that the No 1 priority for the Ait Force must be strategic bombing
ability." The Joint Chiefs "considered the fact that we were able to retaliate quickly
as one of the big deterrents to war today." He identified Soviet Russia as the major
adversary to the United States and saw Europe as "the first prize for any aggressor
in the world today.” His basic concept of US military operations in a future war
included the defense of the United States and North America, early retaliation
from combat ready bases, the seizure of forward bases to permut attacks against
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enemy targets from shorter ranges, and —the ultimate necessity—the ability "o
carry the war back to the enemy by all means at our disposal" including "strategic
bombardment and large-scale land operations.” In a continental war, he believed
there would be little requirement for island-hopping and predicted that
"large-scale amphibious operations, such as those in Sicily and Normandy, will
never occur ::1gain.“284

In his discussion of strategy, Bradley defined strategic bombing as "violent
airborne attacks on the war-making capacity or potential of an enemy nation." He
justified strategic bombing: "From a military standpoint, any damage you can inffict
on the war-making potential of a nation, and any great injury you can inflict upon
the morale of that nation contributes to the victory." As for the charge that mass
bombing was immoral, he pointed out that "war itself is immoral." "Strategic
bombing," he said, "has a high priority in our military planning, because we cannot
hope to keep forces in being of sufficient size to meet Russia in the early stages of
wat. This is particularly true since we are never going to start the war, and the Soviet .
Union because of their pecnliar governmental organization can choose the date of
starting it. Lacking such forces in being, our greatest strength lies in the threat of
quick retaliation in the event we are attacked." The insinuation that the atomic
bomb was relativelyineffective drew Bradley's strongest refutation, "The A-bomb,"
he said, "is the most powerful destructive weapon known today. . . . As a believer
in humanity I deplore its use, and as a soldier I respect it. And as an American
citizen, I believe that we should be prepared to use its full psychological and
military effect toward preventing war, and if we are attacked, toward winning it."

Both Bradley and Gen J. Lawton Collins, who had become the Army chief of
staff, refuted the charge that the Air Force had neglected tactical aviation. Bradley
pointed out that in the face of very strong enemy opposition in Europe the Ninth
Air Force had allocated approximately one group for the support of each two
Twelfth Army Group divisions. Using this compatison as a gnide, he questioned
whether the Marine Corps required the equivalent of seven groups for the support
of only two Marine divisions. % Speaking of his experience in Europe during
World War II, General Collins recalled that "the tactical air forces were able both ‘
to support the ground forces and to assist in the safe conduct of our strategic
bombers in their missions of destruction and isolation of the battlefields." To
prevent the costly duplication that would have ensued if the army had insisted on
retaining ifs own organic close-support aviation, Collins said: "The Army . . .
willingly agreed to the transfer to a Department of the Air Force of tactical air
along with air transports.”" He expressed dissatisfaction with the Jack of progress
being made in developing joint interservice doctrine, but he stated unequivocally
that the Air Force was cooperating with the Army. Purely as a personal opinion,
Collins predicted that aitborne operations would be much more important in a
future war with "the only potential enemy" than large-scale amphibious
operations.
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During the course of the unification and strategy hearings, Chairman Vinson
and several committee witnesses took note of the fact that the secretary of defense
had organized a Weapon Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG) to provide the
secretary and the Joint Chiefs of Staff with objective analyses of the effectiveness
of competing weapon systems. At Newport in Angust 1948 the Joint Chiefs had
agreed that the establishment of a weapons evaluation group was desirable and
necessary. Secretary Forrestal promptly established the Weapon Systems
Evalnation Group, headed by Dr Philip M, Morse, who had headed the Navy’s
Operational Evaluation Group during World War II; the group’s membership
included military officers and civilian operations analysts. At the request of
President Truman, the WSEG made a detailed study of the Strategic Air
Command between August and December 1949, Though the results of the study
were never released, a source described as knowledgeable stated on 6 January 1950
that the B-36 could be expected to have a better than even chance of delivering its

. bombs to a target area. The study apparently reinforced the Air Force position
that the B~36, while not perfect, was capable of going anywhere of importance in
the world and dropping an atomic bomb2® Although the fact conld not be
presented in the public hearings, General LeMay later recalled that the Soviet air
defenses in 1949 and for several years afterward were too weak to have effected
unacceptable losses on a nuclear-laden strategic bombing force. "We didn’t have
to worry about winning an air power battle," he reminisced, "becaunse the Russians
had no threat against us, .. . We could ignore the rule book in winning the air power
battle and go about destroying their resources."2>

Both at the time that the hearings were in progress and afterward, the B-36 and
unification and strategy investigations were seen to involve challenges that had
been made to broad concepts of unification and strategy. "Despite protestations
to the contrary," General Bradley observed, "I believe that the Navy has opposed
unification from the beginning, and they have not in spirit as well as deed, accepted
it completely to date." Bradley called for team play in national defense: "Thisisno
time for ‘fancy dans’ who won’t hit the line with all they have on every play, unless

. they can call the :sigmls."290 In the course of the hearings, Chairman Vinson openly
deplored the fact that the national military budget was being prepared in terms of
ceilings worked out by the Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget rather thanin
terms of the nation’s risks and foreign policy requirements. "The first duty of our
Government," he said, "is to provide for the national defense. I am less fearful of
deficit financing than I am of the designs of the Russians." Vinson told Secretary
Johnson that he felt that Congress and the American people believed that the
nation required a 58-group Air Force.”!

Although the House Committee on Armed Services favored an expansion of
the Air Force, the committee’s formal report on the unification and strategy
investigation made on 1 March 1950 explicitly endorsed strategic pluralism in
defense organization, Speaking of strategy, the committee concluded that "the
basic reason for this continuing disagreement is a genuine inability for these
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services to agree, fundamentally and professionally, on the art of warfare. . . . Of
course, with the views so sharply opposed, both services cannot be right; the
committee suspects that both are right — and that both are wrong. The true answer
probably lies somewhere in the gulf between the two." Especially in the early stages
of unification before the esprit of a single armed forces had developed, the
committee expressed "strong doubts that it is & sexvice to the Nation’s defense for
the military leaders of the respective services to pass judgment jointly on the
technical fitness of either iew or old weapons each service wishes to develop to
carry out its assigned missions." Holding that "militaty air power consists of Air
Force, Navy, and Marine Corps air power, and of this, strategicbhombing is but one
phase," the committee expressed an intention to examine any proposals for
reducing the size of Marine aviation very closely, deplored the manner in which
the construction of the USS United States had been canceled, and announced that
it would rely on the professional endorsement of Air Force leaders (subject to
evaluation by the Weapon Systems Evaluation Group) as to the capabilities of the .
B-36 bomber. The committee thought that the Weapon Systems Evaluation Group
was a proper forum for examining competing weapon systems, but it stated that
the appropriate role of the group would be "to evaluate weapons after they have
been developed, not to instruct the services what types of weapons they will or wilt
not develop.” Finally, the Armed Services Committee emphasized its belief that
unification ought to involve a comprehensive and well-integrated program for
national secnrity based on three separately administered military departments. %%

Coming in the autumn of 1949, when the Soviet Unionr staged its first atomic
explosion, and, thus, served notice that the United States no longer possessed a
nuclear monopoly, the strategic bombing controversy stood as a benchmark in the
movement toward armed service unification. The "revolt of the admirals® clearly
embittered interservice relations, "Lhave been here for some years,” said Secretary
Symmgton, "and I think the hatchet job that is bemg done, and has been done on
the B-36 is the best hatchet job that I have seen since I have been in town,">° On
the other hand, General Bradley’s reference to "fancy dans” left a false impression
that difficulties in armed service unification arose from personality rather than
more fundamental issues that needed attention. After a xetrospective analysis of .
the controversy, a civilian James C. Freund concluded that "the budget-first
approach to national security emerged as the real culprit on the scene.” But he also
pointed out that the controversy conclusively demonstrated that unification had
not solved all defense problems, that military problems were becoming increasingly
dependent on technological judgments, that Congress was unprepared to
formulate or pass judgment on strategic and technological issues of defense, and
that the military leaders had proven unable to arrive at unanimous decisions on
weapons and strategy.?

Speaking shortly after the interservice row of 1949 had taken place, Maj Gen
John A. Samford, the Air Force director of intelligence, pointed out that the armed
forces leaders bad been unable to agree on the art of warfare, "Since it bas been
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stated that military men are unable to reach any fundamental agreement on the art
of war,” he predlcted it seems very probable that civilian thought will go to work
to help them." 295 Thig prediction would prove to be correct. The strategic bombing
controversy had two other important effects. For a number of years after 1949, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff accepted a practice of stating quantitative requirements for
military forces and of leaving qualitative requirements to the providing service. For
example, the Joint Chiefs determined the number of aircraft carriers or heavy
bombardment groups that would be required to implement strategic plans, but
they would not determme the size or the types of carriers or the kinds of bombers
that would be provided 2 The hearings also demonstrated that the Air Force had
not given enough realistic thought to the problem of targeting nuclear weapons,
This matter would receive serious attention within the year that followed the
investigations.

NOTES

1 Quoted 1n R. Barl McClendon, dutonomy of the Awr Arm (Maxwell AFB, Ala Research Studies
Institute, 1954), 133

2 GenHenryH Arnold, Global Musston (New York Harper & Bros , 1949}, 537-38

3, Assistant ciuef of Aur Staff, Plans (ACAS-5), Army A Forces, study, "Imtial Post-War Awr
Force," 14 February 1944, marked approved by Gen Henry H. Arnold on 25 Februazy 1944.

4, Brig Gen William F. McKee, acting assistant chief of Air Staff, Operations, Commutments, and
Requirements (ACAS-3), to Management Control, Army Aswr Forces, routing and record (R&R)
sheet, subject Army Air Forces Policy Book, 26 Febraary 1943,

5.Lt Gen Ira C. Eaker, deputy conunanding general, Army Air Forees, to commanding generals,
major commands, Avmy Awr Forees, letter, subject: Policy Guide, US Axmy Air Forees, 1 October
1945

6 Gen Henry H Arnold, Third Report of the Commanding General of the Armny Awr Forces to the
Secretary of War, 12 November 1945, 63, 67, 72.

7T Senate, Department of Armed Forces, Department of Military Security: Hearings before the
Commustee on Militery Affews, 79th Cong , Ist sess , 1945, 342

8. Gen Carl A. Spaatz to commanding general, Strategie Air Command, letter, subject. Current

. AAF Plans and Programs, 24 Qctobex 1946,

9. Senate, Departrnent of Armed Forces, Department of Military Secunity, 506-7

10. R Earl McClendon, Unification of the Armed Forces Admirstrative and Legislative
Developments, 1945-1949 (Maxwell AFB, Ala Research Studies Institute, 1952), 5-6.

11 Ibid , 6-10

12, Tbad,, 11-21.

13 Senate, Department of Armed Forces, Department of Military Security, 88, McClendon,
Urnfication of the Armed Forces, 21-22

14 MeClendon, Unification of the Armed Forces, 23-29

15 Tnd, 30

16, Ibd., 31; Adm Richmond K. Tumer, "Problems of Umified Command m the Maranas,
Okinawa, and Projected Kyushu Operations,” lecture, Air War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala,, 11
Februaty 1947; Col Shannon Christian, "Air Ground Relations in Theater Operations,” lecture, A
War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala., 9 March 1954; Robert F. Futrell, The Umited States.Aw Forcem Korea,
1850-1953 (New York Dwell, Sloan and Pearce, 1961), 43

259

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTREINE

17. McClendon, Unification of the Armed Forces, 32-49.

18. Public Law 253, National Security Act of 1947, approved 26 July 1947, 80th Cong,, 1st sess,,
1947

19, McClendon, Unification of the Ared Forces, 49; Executive Order No. 9877, Functions of the
Armed Services, 26 July 1947 .

20. "Life Begins at Forty," Awr Force Magazmne, September 1947, 1213,

21, Alexander P. de Seversky, Pictary through Air Power (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1942),
132-32

22 House, The National Defense Program-—Unification and Strategy: Hearings before the Committee
on Armed Services, 81st Cong,, 1st sess., 1949, 258-59

23. Walter Millis, ed., The Forrestal Diaries (New Yorx. Viking Press, 1951), 466,

24, Senate, Nznional Aviation Policy: Report of the Congressional Aviation Poliey Board, 80th Cong,,
2d sess., S, Rept. 949, 1948, 6-7.

25 House, The National Defenise Program—Unification and Strategy, 6, 529.

26 Milks, The Forrestal Diaries, 370, 390-94; McClendon, Unification of the Armed Forces, 7273,

27. Departments of Axmy and Asr Force, Joint Army and Awr Force Bulletin 13, Functions of the
Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 13 May 1948

28 House, National Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1950+ Hearings before the .
Subcommittee of the Commiitee on Appropriations, 81st Cong,, Ist sess., 1949, pt 3:58,

29, Millis, The Forresial Diaries, 395-96

30, Ibud,, 467.

31 Gen Carl A. Spaatz, "Atomic Warfare,” Life, 16 Aungust 1948, 94.

32. Memorandum by Gen Carl A. Spaatz and Vice Adm John H, Towers to Secretary of Defense
James V. Forrestal, 18 Auvgust 1948, summanzed in Millis, The Forrestal Dianes, 476,

33 Mllis, The Forrestal Diaries, 476=78; Jomnt Army and Air Force Bulletm 36, I, Functions of the
Armed Forces and the Jomt Chrefs of Staff, 14 September 1948,

34, McClendon, Unfication of the Armed Forces, 73-14.

35 "TimmyDoolitle Scores: Wasted Defense Billions,” Air Force Magazine, December 1948, 33-15.

36, House, The National Defense Program—Unification and Sirategy, 408-9,

37. Gen Carl A. Spaatz to commanding general, Strategie Awr Command, letter, subject: Intermm
Mission, 12 Mazch 1946; Army Asr Forces Regulation 20-20, Organization: Strategic Air Command, 10
October 1946; Awr Force Regulation 20-204, 19 December 1947; message, TST-587, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, to commanding general, Strategic Air Command, 13 Apnl 1949; Lt Gen Curtis E. LeMay, "The
Missions and Qrganization of the Strategic Air Command,” lecture, Air War College, Maxwell ATB,
Ala, 4 March 1949,

38. Memorandum by Secretary of Defense James V. Forrestal to the seerétary of the Armyetal,,
subject: Organization and Mission of Military Air Transport Service (MATS), 3 May 1948,
McClendon, Unification of the Armed Forces, 63—69. .

39, Memorandum by Ma Gen Thomas T Handy, assistant chuef of staff, Operations Diviston
(G-3), War Department General Staff, to chuef of staff, Army, subject Outline of Post-War Permanent
Mihtary Bstablishment, 28 Qetober 1943

40, Gen George C. Marshall, Bienmal Report of the Chief of Staff of the United States Army, 1
July 1943 to 30 Tune 1945, in The War Reports of General of the Army George C Marshall, General of
the Army H H Arnold (and) Fleet Admrral Ernest I Kimg (Phdadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Co., 1947),
152

431, Memorandum by Maj Gen Thomas T. Handy to chief of staff, Army, 28 October 1943,

42, Senate, Department of Armed Forces, Department of Military Security, 49; House, The National
Defense Program—Unificatton and Strategy, 601; margmal comments by George C Marshall on
memorandum for chief of staff from May Gen Thomas T. Handy, 28 October 1943.

43, Maj Gen Barney M. Giles, chief of Asr Staff, Army Air Forces, to Distribution, letter, subject.
Post-War Air Force, 11 December 1943,

260

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

AFIN NATIONAL DEFENSE

44 Brig Gen Howard A. Craig, assistant chief of A Staff, Operations, Comnutments, and
Requirements, Army Air Forces, to assistant chief of A Staff, Plans, R&R sheet, subject: Post-War
Aur Force, 13 January 1944,

45, Maj Gen Westside T Larson, commanding general, Third Aur Force, to assistant ciuef of Aar
Staff, Plans, Army Awr Forces, letter, subject: Imitial Post-War Asr Force, 2 May 1944,

46. Memorandum by Bng Gen Frederte H. Snuth, Jr., deputy chief of Asr Staff, to assistant chief
of Aur Staff, Traimng, Army Aar Forces, subject An Operational Aur Force in the United States, 31
December 1944

47. Memorandum by Col Plullip D' Cole to Col Reuben C, Moffat, commander, Post-War Plans
Drvision, subject A Realistic Conception of a Post-War Air Foree, 22 August 1945.

48. Memorandum by May Gen H R. Oldfield, special assistant for antamreraft, Army Air Forces,
to assistant chief of Aur Staff, Plans, Post-War Plans Division, subject, Assignment of Antiaircraft
Units to the Asr Forces i the Defense of the Phulippine Islands, 30 May 1945.

49 Maj Gen Dorald Wilson, assistant chief of Awr Staff, Opertions, Commutments, and
Requirements to chief, Management Control, letter, subject: Organization of Contmental AirDefense
Command, 6 June 1945

50 Memorandum by Col Reuben C. Moifat to Col Chatles P, Cabell, subject: Problems Requuring
Immediate Attention of General Bisenhower, 4 December 1945,

51. Bnig Gen William D, Old, CGI Troop Camer Command, to Lt Gen Bamey M. Giles, letter,
22 September 1944; Bnig Gen Laurence § Kuterto Bnig Gen Willam I Q1d, Ietter, 14 October 1944;
Old to Kuter, letter, 7 November 1944

52 Memorandum by Ma; B L. Daniels to Col Robert O, Cork, assistant chief of Awr Staff, Plans,
Post-War Plans Dvision, subject: General Old’s Proposal Concerming an Auwborne Army, 2 April
1945; memorandum by Col Robert Q, Cozk to Col Reuben C Moffat, subject: Troop Carrier Aviation,
5 Apnl 1945.

53 Memcrandum by Col Phithp D Cole to Col Reuben C. Moffat, 22 August 1945,

54 Assistant chief of Air Staff, Plans, Imtial Post-War Aar Force, 14 February 1944, approved by
Gen Henty H Armold, 25 February 1944; memorandum by Brig Gen Laurence § Kuterto Gen Henry
H. Arold, subject: Status of Plans for the Post-War Air Force, 17 Janvary 1945.

55, War Department Basic Plan for the Post-War Military Establishment, approved by chief of
staff, Army, 13 March 1945

56. Memorandum by Maj Gen Ray E. Porter, director, Spectal Plans Division, War Department
General Staff, to commanding general, Axmy Aw Forces et al,, subject: Proposed Change 1n "War
Department Strategic Assumptions,” 19 October 1945; Bng Gen William F. McKee, deputy assistant
cheef of Aur Staff, Operations, Comnutments, and Requirements (ACAS-3), to assistant chuef of Aur
Staff, Plans (ACAS-5), R&R sheet, subject Proposed Change in "War Department Strategie
Assumptions, 29 October 1945

57 Lt Gen Ira C Eaker to Special Plans Division, War Department General Staff, R&R sheet,
subject The Interim Air Force, 31 May 1945; House, Multary Establishment Appropnation Bill for 1946+
Hearings before the Subcommiittee of the Committee on Appropriations, 79th Cong,, 1st sess , 1945, 182

58, Memorandum for record by Col Jacob E. Smart, subject: Decisions Reached at Staff Meeting
1 General Eaker’s Office, 29 August 1945; memorandum by Brig Gen Glea C. Jamuson, deputy
assistant chuef of Asr Staff, Plans, to chuef, Post-War Plans Division, assistant chuef of Aur Staff, Plans,
subject: Strength of Permanent Military Establishment, 22 October 1945; memorandum by Col
Reuben C, Moffat to Col Charles P, Cabell, subject: Problems Requiring Immediate Attention of
General Eisenhower, 4 December 1945; memorandum by Lt Col K. L Garrett to Brig Gen Glen C.
Jarmison, subject: Matenal for Bniefing of Generals Arnold and Eisenhower, 8 December 1945, Report
of the Chief of Staff, US Aur Foree, Secretary of the Air Foree, 30 June 1948, 51

59 Lt Gen Ira C. Eaker to Special Plans Division, War Department General Staff, R&R sheet, 31
May 1945,

60 Chase C Mooney, Organezanon of the Anny Aw Ann, 1935-1945, USAF histoncal study 10
(Maxwell AFB, Ala.: US A Force Historical Division, 1956), 57-58; Maj Gen Samuel E. Anderson,

261

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

!

chief of staff, Continental Air Force, to commanding general, Army Aur Forees, letter, subject, Interim
Aur Force, 8 September 1943,

61. Representatives of assistant chief of Asr Staff, Operations, Commutments, and Requirements
(ACAS-3), assistant chief of Aur Staff, Materiel (ACAS-4), and assistant chief of Awr Staff, Plans
(ACAS-5), staff study, subject: Supply by Air, 5 Septembar 1945,

62. Gen Henry H, Arnold to Brig Gen Harold L. George, letter, 5 December 1945; Lt GenIra C
Eaker to ACAS-3 and ACAS-5, R&R. sheet, subject: Future Plans for Awr Fransport Command, 10
December 1945

63 History, Amr Research and Development Command, 23 January 1950 to 30 June 1951, 32

64 Memorandum by Col S. F. Gnffin to Brig Gen Howard A, Craig, subject Meeting on Aur
Development, 28 July 1944,

65 Memorandum by Gen HenryH. Arncld to Dr Theodore von Karman, subject. Army Air Forees
Long-Range Development Program, 7 November 1944,

66. Robert Cahn, "Dr Theodore von Karman, Gemuthicker Gemus of Aeronautics,” Air Force
Magazme, Qctober 1957, 4148,

67. General Arnold’s statement to Post-War Plans Dwision, Army Air Forces, 1 Decamber 1944,

68 Memorandum for record by Lt Col A. E. Ssttle, Post-War Plans Drnision, Army Air Forees,
subject: Talk by General Arnold, 12 January 1945 '

69, Statement of General Arnold at Jomt Hearings of Subcommittee on War Mobilization of
Senate Military Affairs Comnuttee and two subcommsttees of Senate Commerce Commuttee, 18
October 1945

70 Army AdrForces Board, "Tmitial Post-War Air Force," Project (U)3a, staff study, 29 Apnl 1944,

71 Minutes of monthly meetings of Army Awr Forees Board, 2 January 1945,

72. Col W. B Leach, chief, Operations Analysis Division, Army Air Forces, to Lt Col Philip
Shepley, lester, subject: Post War Plans— Operations Analyss, 8 February 1945.

73, Army A Forees latter no. 20-96, subject: Estzblishment of an Experimental All Weather
Facility, 16 June 1945; T. A. Murrell, expert consultant to the secretary of war, to DrEdward L. Bowles,
expert consultant to the secretary of war, letter, 16 January 1945,

74. Memorandum by Ma) Gen Charles C Chauncey, deputy chief of Auwr Staff, Army Aw Forces,
to Maj Gen Dawid Schlatter, subject Directive, Army Aur Forces School, 8 November 1945; General
Order 20, Army Asr Forces Center, 29 November 1945

75. Arnold, Global Mission, 608-9; "The Future of the Air Forces," Aw Force Magazine,
March-April 1964, 9, Senate, Department of Armed Forces, Department of Military Security, 341-43;
memotandum by Brig Gen Henry L Hodes, assistant deputy chief of staff, Army, to Lt Gen Wilham
H. Simpson et al, subject Board of Officers to Study Organization of the War Department, 29
November1945, 1t Gen Ira C. Baker to assistant chief of Air Staff, Personnel (ACAS-1) etal , leiter,
subject Organwzation—Army Awr Forces, 29 January 1946, ‘

76 Interview with Gen Carl A. Spaatz by Brig Gen Noel F. Parrish and Alfred Goldberg, 21
Tebruary 1962

77. Report of the chief of staff, US Auwr Force, o the secretary of the Awr Foree, 30 June 1948, 2);
memorandum by Lt Gen HoytS. Vandenberg, ACAS-3, to Lt Gen Fra C. Baked, subject: Establishment
of a Stratege Striking Force, 2 January 1946; Gen Car] A, Spaatz to commanding general, Strategic
Aur Command, letter, subject: Interim Mission, 12 March 1946, Ma) Gen E F Witsell, The Adjutant
General, War Department, letter, subject: Bstablishment of Awr Defense, Strategic and Tactical Air
Commands, 22 March 1946.

78. House, Military Estabiishment Appropnation Bill for 1947, Hearings before the Subcomnuttee of
the Committee on Appropriations, 79th Cong,, 2d sess , 1246, 414,

79, Maj Gen Earle E. Partridge, ACAS-3, to ACAS-5, R&R sheet, subject: Aur Forces Policy as to
the Orgamization of the Antiaweraft Artillery, 1 Febreary 1946, daily actrvity report, ACAS-3, 12
February 1946, Report of the Board of Officers on Organization of the War Department (Simpson
Board), 28 December 1945, 14,

262

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

AF IN NATIONAL DEFENSE

80 WarDepartment, The Adjutant General Office, letter, subject: Establishment of Air Defense,
Strategic and Tactical Axr Commands, 21 March 1946; memorandum by Col Reuben C. Moffat to
chief, Permanent Establishment Branch, subject Assiznment of Regular Fighter Unit to At Defense
Command, 23 April 1946, Lt Gen Ira C, Eaker to commanding general, Air Defense Command, letter,
subject Investment of Command Responsibilities of the Land, Sea, and Aur Forees i Event of an Air
Invasion, 10June 1946; War Department Circular 138, War Department Reorganization, 14 May 1946,

81, House, Military Establishment Appropriation Bulf for 1947, 414, War Department, The Adjutant
General Office, letter, subject” Establishment of Amr Defense, Strategic and Tactical Air
Commands . . ., 21 March 1946, Report of chief of staff, US Air Force, to secretary of the A Force,
30 June 1948, 22, 24; War Department Circular 138, 14 May 1946

82, War Department Circular 138, 14 May 1946

83 1st mnd. (letter, Tactical Awr Command, subject: Proposed Plan for Third Air Force, Troop
Carnier, 7 May 1946}, Brig Gen Reuben C. Hood, Jr, deputy ctuaf of Arr Staff, Army Air Forces, to
commanding peneral, Tactical Aix Command, 6 August 1946

84. Mooney, Organzanon of the Army Awr Arm, 1935-1945, 62-63.

85 Memorandum by BEdward L. Bowles to Secretaty of War Robert P, Patterson, 5 May 1947,
memorandum by Maj Gen Curtis E. LeMay, deputy chief of staff, Research and Development, Army
Aur Forces, to assistant secretary of war for am, 10 December 1946

86 Memorandum by Edward L Bowles to Gen Henry H Arnold, 26 November 1945,
memorandum by Edward L. Bowles to secretary of war, 4 October 1945; Maj Gen Lawrence C. Craigre,
chief, Enmneenng Diviston, Wright Field, to Aeronautical Board, US Navy, letter, subjeet Project
RAND, 11 October 1946, Maj Gen Curtis E. LeMay to Army Aur Forces, Operations Analysis, R&R
sheet, subject Report of Evaluation: of Military Worth Activities, 5 August 1947

§7. Memorandum by Maj Gen Howazd A. Crag, assistant chief of Aw Staff, Operations,
Comiutments, and Requirements, to chief of Air Staff, subject Establishment of *The Air Council,”
13 June 1944; memorandum, Kuter to Craig, 21 September 1944,

88 Lt Gen Ira C. Eaker to assistant chuef of Air Staff, Plans, R&R sheet, subject General Ar
Board, 28 January 1946, Ma) Gen Charles C Chauncey, deputy chief of Aur Staff, Army Air Forces,
to assistant chief of Aur Staff, Personnel et al , R&R sheet, subject General Am Board, 8 Apnl 1946,
Anrual Report of the Secretary of Awr Force for FY 1958, chuef of staff section, 23,

89, Lt Gen Ira C Eaker to assistant chief of Aw Staff, Plans, R&R sheet, subject- General Air
Board, 28 January 1946, Maj Gen Launis Norstad, ACAS-5, to deputy commanding general, Army Air
Forces, subject: General Awr Board,nd

50 Memorandum by Col Harry E. Wilson, chief of staff, Army Aur Forces Center, to Air Staff,
Army Awr Forces Center, subject: Organizational and Functional Charts, S March 1946, General Order
1, Au Proving Ground Command, 17 Tuly1946; Army Awr Forees, letter no. 20-10, 3 June 1946, History,
Auar Proving Ground, 2 September 1945-30 June 1949, 1 43-49

9L. Army Aur Forees Regulation 20-61, 3 June 1946; History, Aur University, 20 November 1545-30
June 1947, 218-20, Maj Gen David M. Schiatter, *Awr University," 4w Force Magazne, July 1946, 9-11

92. History, Tactical Aiwr Command, March—-December 1946, 1 56-58; Tactical Air Command Staff
Conference Notes, vel. 1, no 17 {3 May 1946); May Gen Elwood R. Quesada, commanding general,
‘Tactical Air Command, to Lt GenIraC Eaker, letter, 24 May1946, Gen Carl A, Spaatzto commanding
general, Aur University, letter, subject Amendment to Directive, 13 May 1946

93. Brig Gen Eugene L. Eubank to May Gen Muir 8, Fauchild, letter, 6 June 1946.

94, Schlatter, "Aur University,” 9-11

95. WOIG Daiton G Feagler, acting assistant adjutant general, Air Unwversity, to commanding
general, Army Aur Forces, Attn.: DCS R&D, letter, subject Actrvation of the Research Section,
Academic Staff Dvision, Air University, 16 July 1946, History, Ay University, 20 November 1945-30
June 1947, 218-23; History, Air University, 1 July 1947-30 June 1948, 1:45-48

96 History, Aur University, 22 November 1945-30 June 1947, 17-18.

97 May F. E. Langston, assistant adjutant genetal, Air University, to commanding general, Atmy
Aur Forces, Attn  Pohey and Review Section, ACAS-3, [etter, subject AirUnwversity Research Project

263

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

Priortties, 19 September 1946; A-5 Section, Tactical Aur Command, to A<l Section, Tactical Awr
Command, R&R sheet, subject Asr Unwessity Project No. H4856, 25 October 1946.

98 1stind. (letier, Headquarters Army Air Forces, subject. Responstbilities for Air Defense, 24
June 1946), Bug Gen Robert M. Lee, chief of staff, Tactical Awr Command, to commanding general,
Army Amr Forces, Attn: ACAS-3, 13 August 1946; weekly report of ACAS-3 to assistant adjutant
general, General Council meeting, 29 August 1947,

99, Am'War College, problem no 4, 1946-1947; *Proposed Reorganzation Army A1r Forces,” 6
January 1947.

100, Report of chuef of staff, US Air Force, to secretary of the Air Force, 30 June 1948, 42-49; Dr
Ralph P. Johnson to May Gen Curfis E. LeMay, letter, 11 June 1947; McClendon, Uniffcasion of the
Armed Forees, 59-60

101. Annual Report of the Secretary of the Air Force, Fiscal Year 1948, chief of staff section, 23,

102, House, Investigation of the B-36 Bomber Prograin. Hearings before the Conmnittee one Armed
Services, 81st Cong,, 1st sess,, 1949, 14042,

103 Col Leshe R. Peterson, acting secretary, USAF Aureraft and Weapons Board, to ACAS-1 et
al, R&Rsheet, subject. USAF Asreraftand Development Program, n.d.; History of B.36 Procutement,
presented to House Armed Services Commuttee by May Gen Frederic H Smuth, Jr., 1949, see. 10, 1-5;
House, Investigation of the B-36 Bomber Program, 49. '

104 House, Jnvestigation: of the B-36 Bomber Programn, 83, 174-15; History, Headquarters USAF,
1 July 1949-30 June 1950, 4

105. Senate, Military Sttuation in the Far East: Hearings before the Commttee on Armed Services and
the Commitiee on Foreign Relations, 824 Cong,, 1st sess., 1951, 1486

106. Memorandum, Spaatz to Arnold, quoted 1 Air Force Magazine, June 1952, 24,

107 Senate, Mulitary Sttuation in the Far East, 626-27

108 House, Military Esiablishment Appropriatton Bill for 1947, 27.

109. Ibid., 4004,

110. Maj Gen St. Clair Streett, deputy commanding general, Strategic Arr Command, to
commanding general, Army Air Forees, letter, subject: Operational Training and Strategic
Employment of Umits of the Strategic Awr Command, 25 July 1946; 1st ind , Brig Gen ThomasS. Power,
deputy assistant chief of Aur Staff, Operations, Commutments, and Requirements, to commanding
general, Strategie Atir Command, 9 October 1946,

111, House, Milutary Establishment Appropriatron Bill for 1948: Hecmings before the Subeommittee
of the Commiittee on Appropriations, 80th Cong., 1st sess,, 1947, 600,

112 Majy Kenneth F. Gantz, "The Atomic Present,".4ir Force Magazine, March-Apni] 1946, 4,

113 Interview with Spaatz by Parnsh and Goldberg, 21 February 1962, Bernard Brodie, "A-Bombs
and Air Strategy," Awr Force Magazine, October 1948, 33, Amold, Third Report to the Secreiary of Wa,

.

114 Maj Gen St Clair Streett to the commanding general, Army Air Forees, subject: Operational
Traming and Strategic Employment of Units of the Strateme Air Command, Jetter, 25 July 1946

115 Memorandum by Gen Hoyt S, Vandenberg to Lt Gen Ira C, Eaker, subject: Establishment of
a Strategic Strikang Force, 2 January 1946.

116 House, Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1947, 4012,

117, Weekly Report for Army Aar Forces General Council from ACAS-3, 8 November 1945,

118, Streett to commanding general, Army Awr Forces, letter, 25 July 1946; memorandum,
Vandenberg to Baker, 2 January 1946

119. Richard R. Dann, "Strategic Air Command,” Asr Force Magazine, August 1946, 35-36.

120, May Gen St. Clair Sireett, "The Strategic Air Command," lecture, Air War College, Maxwell
AFB, Ala., 22 October 1946,

121. Millis, The Forrestal Digries, 316; Ma) Gen James C. Selser, Jr., deputy commander, Exghth
Air Force, "The Bomber’s Role 1n Diplomacy," Air Force Magazine, April 1956, 52-56; Samuel P.
Huntington, The Soldier and the State (Cambndge: Harvard University Press, 1957), 382.

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

AFINNATIONAL DEFENSE

122 Report of the Standing Subcommettee on Demobilization of the Amreraft Industsy to the Awr
Coordmating Commuttee, approved by the Air Coordinating Committee, 22 October 1945, 10~11,

123, Statement of Secretary of the Awr Force W Stuart Synuiigton in "U S President's Awr Policy
Comnussion," unclassified testsmony before the President’s Air Policy Commusston {Washmgton,
D.C.: np,, 26 November 1947),

124, House, Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1947, 431-32, 438,

125, Ibid , 406

126, Unned States Afr Force Stanstical Digest, 1947, 110-11; memorandum by Gen Henry H. Arnold
to Lt Gen kra C. Eaker, subject: Interim Problems of the Army Aur Forces, 27 August 1945,

127, Urnnited States Air Force Statistical Digest, 1947, 110-11.

128, Memorandum by Brig Gen Alfred R. Maxwell, chief, Requirements Diviston, ACAS-3, toMa)
Gen Curtis B LeMay, subject: Williamsburg Conference of the Auwrcraft Industnies Association, 23
July 1946; report of chief of staff, US Air Force, to secretary of Air Force, 30 June 1948, 74-79.

128, House, Miluary Establishment Appropriciion Bill for 1947, 488; House, Milutary Functions,
National Miluary Establishment Appropriation Bull for 1949; Hearings before the Subcornmuttee of the
Commates on Appropriations, 80th Cong,, 2d sess,, 1948, 14-15

130, United. States Awr Force Statistical Digest, 1947, 110-11, 250, report of chuef of staff, US A
Force, to secretary of Aur Force, 30 June 1948, 74-79,

131. House, Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1947, 431.

132, Senate, Mulary Establishiment Appropriation Bul for 1948+ Hearings before the Subcommuttee
of the Committee on Approprianons, 80th Cong,, 1st sess,, 1947, 264

133, Ibud., 298-99; United States Awr Force Statstieal Digest, 1947, 250, tbid,, 1948, 1 276; 2:12,

134, United States Air Force Stanstical Digest, 1948, 1:276; 2°12

135. Arnold, Third Report to the Secretary of War, 69-70,

136 House, Miluary Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1948, 649-51.

137 Ibud , 650-52.

138, House, Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1947, 406; Gen Carl A, Spaatz to
commanding general, Strategre Air Command, Current Army Air Forces Plans and Programs, letter,
24 October 1946

139, Theodore von Karman, Scrence, The Key to Awr Supremacy (Wrght Field, Olior Air Matenel
Command Publications Branch, 1945), 59-60.

140 Quotedn Senate, Inquuy wnto Satellite and Missile Programs, Heanngs before the Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services, 85th Cong,, 1st and 2d sass., 1957 and
1958, 822-23.

141 Memorandum by Maj Gen Hugh J. Knerr, secretary-general of Aur Board, to Gen Carl A
Spaatz, subject: Armament Organzation, 26 February 1946

142 MajGen Bernard A, Schriever, "The USAF Ballistic Missile Propram,” m The United States
Auwr Force Report on the Ballistic Missile, ed. Lt Col Kenneth F. Gantz (Garden City, N.Y. Doubleday
& Co., 1958), 2526, May Gen Lawrence C. Craigie to US Navy Acronautical Board, letter, 11 October
1946,

143 Unuted States Awr Force Statstical Digest, Janttary 1949-Jure 1950, 280,

144, House, Military Establishment Appropriaton Bill for 1948, 616, 618; Scnate, Military
Establishiment Appropriation Bl for 1948, 268

145, House, Military Estabhishment Appropnanon Bill for 1948, 626-29; United States Air Force
Statisucal Digesy, January 1949-Tune 1950, 289

146. Memorandum by May Gen Curtis E. LeMay to deputy director, War Department, Research
and Development, 11 Apnil 1947,

147. House, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1954 Hearings before a Subcommuttee of the
Commiltee on Appropnations, 83d Cong,, Ist sess , 1953, 170,

148, House, Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1948, 638—41

265

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPILS, DOCTRINE

149. Maj Gen Lawrence C Craigte, director, research and development, Deputy Chief of Staff,
Materel, US Air Force, to commanding general, Air Matenel Command, letter, subject: The Air
Force Master Plan for Research and Development, 4 March 1948,

150, Report of chief of staff, US Air Force, to secretary of the Awr Force, 30 June 1948, 84; Brig
Gen William L. Richardson, "USAF Guided Missile Program,” lecture, Arr War College, Maxwell
AFB, Ala,, 18 January 1949, Maj R. T. Franzel, "Presentation of USAF Project Atlas (MX-1593),"
lecture, Aur War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala., 26 May 1553,

151. W. Barton Leach, "The Bear Has Wings," A Force Magazine, February 1947, 17-19, 64.

152, House, Military Establishment Appropreation Bii for 1948, 2-4.

153, Tord., 603-2.

154, Tbid,, 629.

155 Thid,, 601-2, 64243,

156, Senate, Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1948, 292-93, 295-99

157. A4 Program for Notional Security, Report of the Fresident’s Advisory Cornmussion on Universal
Trairing (Washington, D C: Government Printing Office, 1947), 7-8, 88-92,

158, House, Jnvestigation of the B-36 Bornber Programs, 193, 400

159, Report of chief of staff, US Aur Force, to secratary of the A Force, 20 June 1948, 57;
Operations Statistics Dvision, US Axr Force Operational Efficiency of the 70 Groups and 22 Separate
Squadrons Repozt, 15 June 1948, 6.

160, Lt Gen George C. Kenney, "World War 0 Is Out of Date," Air Force Magazine, November
1947, 30-31.

161, Operational Statistics Division, US Arr Force, Gperational Efficiency Report, 15 June 1948,
16-17.

162. Stxeett, "The Strategic Air Command,” lecture, 22 October 1946,

163. Col K. P Bergquist, deputy assistant chief of Asr Staff, Operations, Commutments, and
Requirements (ACAS-3), Army Air Forces, to commanding general, Strategic Auwr Command, letter,
subject: Fighter Escort for VHB, n d.; 1st nd., Capt H. E. Cassing, acting assistant adjutant general,
Strategic A Command, to commandmng general, Army Air Forces, 1 August 1946; weekly report of
ACAS-3 for General Council, Army Ax Forces, 19 July 1246,

164 Lt Gen Ira C. Eaker to commanding general, Aur Defense Command, letter, subject:
Investment of Command Responsibtlities of the Land, Sex, and Atr Forces in Bvent of an Airlnvasion,
10 June 1946; House, Military Esiablishment Appropriatizsn Bill for 1948, 634-35,

165, Lt Gen George E. Stratemeyer, "Mission and Organization of the Aiwr Defense Command,”
lecture, Air War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala,, 14 Januzry 1984

166 "Aar Defense Plan,” lecture, Asr War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala., 23 Apnl 1947,

167. Stratemeyer to commandmng general, Army Air Forces, letter, subject: Air Defense Pacific
Coastal Frontier, 19 April 1946; weekly report of ACAS-3 for General Councyl, Army Air Forces, 6
September 1946; Opezational Status Division, US Aur Force, Operational Efficiency Report, 15 June
1948, 12

168 Draft of US Air Force historical study 134, "Troop Carner Awiation m the USAT, 1945-1955,"
3411

169. Operational Status Drvision, US Aur Foree, Operational Efficiency Report, 15 June 1948,
19-20.

170 Quotations from letter by Secretary of Defense Forrestal to Charrman Chan Gurney, Senate
Armed Services Commuttee, 8 December 1957, m Millss, The Forrestal Diarves, 350-51.

171 Col ‘Willam D Bckert, Umited Nations Military Staff Comnuttes, to Lt Gen Hoyt S.
Vandenberg, deputy commanding general, Azmy Aur Forces, letter, 21 July 1947; Sunvaval i the Aw
Age A Report by the President’s Aw Policy Commissiers (Washington, D.C: Govemment Printing
Office, 1948), 46,48, 49, statement of Gen Carl A. Spaatz m "U.S President’s Asr Poliey Commission,”
6234344,

172, Survival in the Air Age, 158-61, Carl Norcross, "Che Report of the President’s Air Policy
Commussion," A Force Magazine, March 1948, 5-6, 8, 48,

266

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

—

AF IN NATIONAI DEFENSE

173 Senate, Natonal Aviation Polley, 1-2

174 Tbud,, 1.

175 "U S President’s Aur Policy Commusston,” 6:2761-90.

176. Tbid., 227885, 2693-2715.

177, Ind., 2412-14

178. Ibd.,, 2727-34,

179, Ind , 2386-92,

180. Ind., 2343-50, 251248,

181 Tbid., 2606-32

182 Surveival in the Aw Age, 34,

183, Senate, National Aviarron Policy, 3,10

184 Sunaval i the Air Age, 6, 8-9,23

185 Ibud , 13, 22, 24-36,45-46

186. Senate, Natonal Aviation Policy, 7-8,

187. Toud., 12, Survival m the Air Age, 6869

188, Noreross, "The Report of the President’s Aiwr Poliey Commussion," 5-6.

189, AlexanderP de Seversky, "New Concepts of Air Power," lecture, Axmy War College, Carlisle

. Barracks, Pa., 18 March 1952,

190, Report of a Board of Officers to chief of staff, US Aur Force, Recommending General Poliey
and AirForce Action Regarding the President’s Air Policy Commussion Report and the Congressional
Awiation Policy Board Report, 23 March 1948,

191, House, Milntary Functions, National Military Establishment Appropration Biil for 1949, 96-97;
"U.S. President’s Air Policy Comnusston," 6:2783,

192, House, Military Functions, National Miluary Establishinent Appropration Bill for 1949, 55.

193 Ibud.

194 Umited States Strategic Bombing Survey, Air Campaigns of the Pacific War, July 1947, 65-66

195 Col Bruce K. Holloway, "High Sub-Sonie Speeds for Arr Warfare," dir Unmversty Quarterly
Review 1, no. 2 (Fall 1947); 42-52

196 Memorandum by Gen George C. Kenney, commanding general, Strategic Air Command, to
Secretary of Defense James V Forrestal, 7 January 1948

197. House, Invesizgation of the B-36 Bomber Program, 49, 55,

198, Smuth, "History of B-36 Procurement,” see 21, 1-8.

199, House, Jnvestigation of the B-36 Bomber Program, 55-56, Senate, Depantment of Defense
Appropriations for 1962 Heanngs before the Subcommuttee to the Comumuttee on Appropriations, 87th
Cong,., 1st sess, 1961, 86264

200 Col Dale O. Smith, "One-Way Combat," Awr Universuty Quarterly Review 1, no. 2 (Fall 1947)

38
. 201 Smuth, "History of B-36 Procurement," sec. 14, 1~4; Gen Carl A. Spaatz to commanding

general, Strateme Asr Command, message WARNX-85971, 9 September 1947; Air Materiel Command
Histoncal Office, "Case History of Ar-to-Aur Refuchng,” March 1949; Lt Gen George C. Kenney,
"Mission and Organzation of the Strategic Axr Command,” lecture, Awr War College, Maxwell AFB,
Ala, 13 January 1948

202 A.Berle, "The Democracies Face the Post-War Problem,” lecture, Air War College, Maxwell
AFB, Ala,, 8 October 1952.

203 Mullis, The Forrestal Diaries, 382

204 Ibid , 387

205 House, Military Functions, Nattonal Mehtary Establishneent Appropriation Bill for 1949, pt.
1 2-3,9-10.

206, Iad , pt 2.5-G; pt 39

207. Millss, The Forrestal Drarses, 409-19, House, The Supplemental Appropnation Bill for 1951,
Hearings before a Subcommutiee of the Commtiee on Appropniations, 81st Cong., 2d sess., 1950, 2-4.

267

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

208, Memorandum by President Harry Truman to secretary of defense, 13 May 1948; Aur Materiel
Command, History of the USAF Five-Year Aswrcraft Procurement Program, 1 January 1943-1 July
1949,8-9

209. Senate, Major Defense Marters. Hearings before the Preparedness Investigating Subcormmiitze of
the Commitice on. Armed Services, 86th Cong., 1st sess., 1959, 6

210 Mulls, Xhe Forrestal Digries, 452-55; House, Investigation of the B-36 Bomber Program, 32,

211. Mitllis, The Forrestal Diaries, A52-58; House, Investigation of the B-36 Bomber Programn, 32-33.

212. History, Strategic Air Command, 1948, 1:14648,

213, Alfred Goldberg, ed .4 Hisiory of the United Stases Air Force, 1907-1957 (Princeton, N.J.: D,
Van Nostrand Co., 1957), 23541

214. Jobha G. Noruis, "Airpower in the Cold Wer," Aw Force Magazine, Scptember 1943, 25-26,

215 Mulis, The Forrestal Diartes, 439-91.

216 Edward Teller with Allen Brown, The Legacy of Hirosiima (Garden City, N.Y.* Doubleday &
Co., 1962), 31-32.

217. Bernard Brodie, "A-Bombs and Aux Strategy,” pt. 3, Air Force Magazine, November 1948, 50,
52

218. Senate, Military Sriuation In the Far East, 77

219. House, The Nanonal Defense Program—Unification and Strategy, 170.

220. Col Grover C. Brown, "Strategic Air Warfare Concepts,” lecture, Are War College, Maxwell
AFB, Ala, 3 December 1951,

221. ColRay § Sleeper, "The Political-Psychological Aspects of Offensive Air," lecture, Air War
College, Maxwell AFB, Ala., 4 February 1952

222. Quoted in. A Umversity Quarterly Review 2, no. 2 (Fall 1948): 14; Gen Carl A, Spaafz, USAF,
Retired, "If We Should Have to Fight Again," Life, 5 July 1948, 39-40,

223, Mullis, Zhe Forrestal Dianes, 46364,

224, Lt Gen George C. Kenney to Ma) Gen Robert W Harper, commanding general, Air
University, letter, 11 August 1934

225.Lt Col Joseph L. Dickman, "Douhet and the Future,".Air Unversity Quarterly Review 2, no. 1
{Summer 1948): 3-15

226. History, Continental Axr Command, 1 December 1948-31 December 1949, 7-9, quoting a
study by Col William W, Momyer, director of plans, Tactical Air Command, subject: An Bvaluation
of the Exchange of the 31st Pighter Group for the 82d Finhter Group, 10 August 1943,

227. Lt Col Frank R. Pancake, "The Strategrc Striking Force," A Unversity Quarterly Review 2, no
2 (Fall 1948): 48-56.

228 Lt ColJohn P Healy, "Arr Power and Foreign Poliey," Air University Quarterly Review 2,no 2
(Fall 1948): 15-26.

229, ColDale O, Smuth, "Operational Concepts for Modern War,"Air University Quarterly Review
2, no 2 (Fall 1948): 3-14

230 House, Nanonal Military Estabhshment Appropriation Bill for 1950, pt. 1:227.

231. Ibid,, pt. 2-16-17; Senate, Military Situation m the Far East, 2597-98, Huntington, The Soldser
and the State, 455,

232 'William Schaub, "The US Secuniy Policy from the Standpowmnt of the Bureau of the Budgst,”
lecture, Aix War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala , 1 November 1955, Huntington, The Soldier and the State,
445; House, Nanonal Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1950, pt. 1:12

233, Mulls, The Forrestal Diaries, 450, 492-98; Huntington, The Soldier and the Siate, 445-56.

234, Mullis, The Forrestal Diaries, 5026, 535-36; House, Natonal Military Establishrent
Appropriatron Bill for 1950, pt. 2:99.

235 Memorandum by Secretary of the Air Force W Stuart Symington to Secretary of Defense
JamesV Forrestal, subject The Auwr Foree 48 Group Program, 25 February 1949

236 History, Continental Air Command, 1 December 1949-31 Decamber 1949, 1-12, Lt Gen
George E. Stratemeyer, "Organization and Mission of the Contmental Air Command,* lecture, Aur
War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala, 2 March 1949.

268

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958




This Page Declassified IAW EO12958
—

AF IN NATIONAL DEFENSE

237 Col Wilitam H. Wise, "Future of the Tactical Air Force," Arr Unaversity Quearierly Review 2, no.
4 (Spring 1949) 33-39.

238, Memorandum by Brig Gen Joseph T McNarney, acting chairman, USAF Semtor Officers
Board, to secretary of the Air Force, subject: Final Repoxt of Board of Qfficers, 13 January 1949,

239 Ibid, memorandum, Symington to Forrestal, 25 February 1949; House, fnvestigation of the
B-36 Bomber Program, 154-55, House, National Defense Program—Unification and Skategy, 511

240, Memorandum, McNarmey to secretary of the Air Force, 13 January 1949, memorandum,
Symngton to Forrestal, 25 February 1949

241 Memorandum, McNarney to secretary of the Air Force, 13 January 1949, memorandum,
Symington to Forrestal, 25 February 1949

242 Memorandum, Symungton to Forrestal, 25 February 1949,

243 Smuth, "History of B-36 Procurement,” secs 23-36, LeMay to Vandenberg, letter, 2 Febrvary
1949; Maj Gen Edward M Powers, assistant deputy chief of staff, Materiel, US Aur Force, to chief of
staff, US A Force, letter, subject: Brief of the Recommendations of the Beard of Officers Concerning
Changes in the Procurement Program and the Research and Development Program of the USAF, 30
Mazch 1949

244 Memorandum, McNarney to secretary of the Arr Force, 13 January 1949; memorandum for

. record by Maj Gen Muir S Fairchild, subject Report of the Board of Semor Officers, Third Meeting
on 16 and 17 May 1949, 6 June 1949

245. Dean Acheson to the president, letter, 7 Apnil 1949; Congress, North Atlantic Treaty, 81st
Cong,, Ist sess., 1949, 8. Doc. 48, 6-8.

246. House, National Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1950, pt 112, 15, 16-17, 21,
52-53

247 Id , pt, 4:7-8, 18.

248, Ind,, pt. 2:4, 26, 36-37, 104, 151

249. Ibid,, pt. 3 19, 31

250, Ibid, pt 1:211, 227

251.Toid ,pt 1228

252 House, Depanment of Defense Appropriations for 1951. Hearings before a Subcommuttee of the
Commutice on Appropriations, 81st Cong,, 2d sess , 1950, pt 3 1234, 1252-53

253 Ibud, pt 1-104-5; Senate, Military Situation in the Far East, 259798, House, Nanonal Defense
Program—Unzfication and Strategy, 473-74

254 House, Netonal Military Establsshment Appropriaton Bill for 1950, pt 2:99.

255 Senate, Military Sunation in the Far East, 2636-37, House, National Defense
Program—Unification and Strategy, 47172, 520-30

256. Congress, North Atlannic Treaty, 8 Doc 48,6-13, Maurer Maurer, History of USAF Actvities

. m Support of the Mutual Defense Assistance Program (Wright-Patterson AFB, Oluo: Historical
Office, A1r Mateniel Command, 1951), 1-4

257. Goldberg, A History of the United States Aw Force, 1907-1957, 241

258. House, Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949: Hearings before the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, 81st Cong,, 1st sess , 1949, 1-9, 69-72

259, Maurer, History of USAF Activities 1 Support of the Mutual Defense Assistance Program,
4-6, Senate, Milutary Assistance Program Jomt Hearngs before the Commuttee on Foreign Relations and
the Comnuttee on Ared Services, 81st Cong., 1st sess , 1949, 1-5.

260, Semiannual Report of the Secretary of the Aw Force, 1 July 1949 to 31 Decemnber 1949, 197,
United States Awr Force Statistical Digess, January 1949-June 1950, 4, 170, House, DOD Appropriations
for 1951, pt. 3:1234, 1252-53.

261 Senate, Miltary Suatton i the Far East, 2597-98; House, DOD Appropriations for 1951, pt
143-44,104-5,

262. Senate, Military Suuation i the Far East, 2597-98, 2607,

263 House, National Defense Program—Unfication and Strategy, 47

264. Thid,, 622-23.

269

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

—

IDEAS, CONCEPTS, DOCTRINE

265 Semiannval Report of the Secretary of the Aur Force, 230,

266 House, National Defense Program—Unification and Strategy, 111

267 1bad , 6.

268 House, Invesiigation of the B-36 Bomber Program, Report of the Comrttee on Armed Services,
81st Cong , 2d sess, 1950, 33

269, House, National Defense Program—Unification and Strategy, 6-7, 9-10,

270. 1bid., 40-41, 45-47, 50-51, 57, 64~65, 74-75, B3, £9.

271. Ibd , 183-89.

272, Toad , 193-260.

273 Toid ,251-53. .

274, 1bid., 350-54

275, House, Investigation: of the B-36 Bomber Prograr, 165-66

276, Tbid., 167-70.

277. House, National Defense Program—Unificanion and Strategy, 402, 457, 464-65, 473

278, Ibid , 511,

279 House, Investigation of the B-36 Bomber Prograri, 173,208

280, House, National Defense Program—Unificanion arid Sirategy, 402. .

281 Tbid., 402-3.

282 1bid , 462, 467-68

283 Ibid , 47172

284 Ibid., 51820, House, Investigation of the B-36 Bomnber Program, 509, 519

285 Houst, National Defense Program—Unificanon ard Sirategy, 535-36, 521-23, 525-26

286 Ibid, 527

287. Tbd , 54448,

288 Ind., 56, Millis, The Forrestal Diaries, 477, House, National Milstary Establishment
Appropnianion Bil for 1931, 81st Cong,, st sess , 1949, pt 1 74-75,159-60, T F Walkowncz, "The New
Look—How New™" Air Force Magazine, January 1954, 27, Lt Gen Samuel E. Anderson withDr C. A
Boyd, Jr., "Are We Making the Most of the Tools We Have?" A Force Magazme, July 1956, 49-54;
History, Strateprc Air Command, 1949, 1-80-81

289, Ma; Gen Curtis B. LeMay, "Capabihties and Employment of the Strategic Air Command,”
Iecture, AfrWar College, Maxwell AFB, Ala , 4 February 1957.

290, House, National Defense Program—Unificaton nd Sirategy, 535-36

291. Ibid , 594-55, 615

292 House, Urufication and Strazegy, A Report of Investigation by the Convnttee on Armed Services,
81st Cong , 2d sess, 1950, 33, 53-56

293, Tvud., 5.

294, James C. Freund, "The ‘Revolt of the Admirals’," pt. 2, m.4ir Power Histonan 10, no. 2 (Apnl .
1963), 41-42

295 Maj Gen John A. Samford, "Identification of Strategic Concepts," lecture, Air War College,
Maxwell AFB, Ala, 21 May 1951,

296 Houwse, Department of Defense Approprations for 1958+ Hearings before a Subcommittee of the
Comnutiee on Appropnations, 85th Cong,, 1st sess , 1957, 933, 1107

270

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

|
J

GenJ Lawton Colling, Army chlef of Gen Laurls Norstad, deputy ehlef of
staff, 1949-53 staff, Army Alr Forees, 194445,
depuly chlef of staff, Operallons,
1947-50, commander in chief, Unlted
. States Alr Forces In Europe,
1860=-1852.

i

bR Bk

C-124 Globemaster F-86 Sabre

R VOR KhRWAR 5 ’
S P B 4 . 3

Dr Theodore von Karman, chalrman, Ma| Gen HughJ Knerm, commander, W Stuart Symingten, first secretary of

Army Alr Forces Ajr Technleal Services Command, the Depariment of the US Air Force,
Sclenllfic Advisory Group 1945-46, secretary general, Alr Board, 18 Seplember 1947
1946-48
271

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

A .

Lt Gen Wililam Tunner, commander of Gen Howt S Vandenberg,

Milltasy Alr Transport Services during Alr Force chlef of staff,
Berlln Altlif 1848-53

R R
. s ’.ghr.iﬁl.__&am. ?
‘Y F8R35 o

L

¥

.
e e

Lm B T T

F-84 Thunderjet F-80 Sheeting Star

. ;—‘
s’&f“,,‘..,, m“ !m'“ N ” - 1
I P T e T vy u-—l
C-119 Flying Boxcar C-97A Stratefighter
272

THIS PAGE Declassified IAW EO12958



This Page Declassified IAW EO12958

CHAPTER 6

RESPONSES TO SOVIET NUCLEAR WEAPONS
AND LIMITED WAR, 1949-53

Established by statute in the spring of 1948 to examine governmental
organization and operations, the Commission on Organization of the Executive
Branch (befter known by the name of its chairman, former President Herbert
Hoover) divided its work among special task force committees. For more than six

. months, one such panel, the Committee on National Security Organization, headed
by Ferdinand Eberstadt, heard testimony on the functioning of the National
Military Establishment. On 16 December 1948, the Eberstadt task force released
a lengthy report, which was summarized by a Hoover commission report issued on
28 February 1949, The Hoover report concluded that "the authority of the Secretary
of Defense, and hence the control of the President, is weak and heavily qualified
by the provisions of the act of 1947 which set up a rigid structure of federation
rather than unification. . . . The National Military Establishment . . . is perilously
close to the weakest type of department " After a year of operating under the 1947
act, Secretary Forrestal also zeported firsthand observation of certain weaknesses
and inconsistencies in the act, which had not been foreseen at its passagf:.2

Evolving Patterns of Defense Organization

In a message to Congress on 5 March 1949, President Truman accepted many

of the recommendations made by the Hoover commission and Secretary Forrestal
. in proposing changes to the National Security Act of 1947. He wished basically to
convert the National Military Establishment into an executive department o be
known as the Department of Defense and to provide the secretary of defense with
appropriate responsibility and authority and with civilian and military assistance
adequate to fulfill his enlarged responsibilities. Truman specifically recommended
that the Departments of Army, Navy, and Air Force be designated as military
departments, and that the secxetary of defense should be the sole representative
of the Department of Defense on the National Security Council (NSC). Where the
Hoover commission recommended that the departmental secretaries become
under secretaries of defense, Truman wished to retain them to administer their
respective military departments under the authority, direction, and control of the
secretary of defense. He also recommended that Congress authorize an under
secretary of defense and three assistant secretaries of defense; place the statutory
duties of the Munitions Board and the Research and Development Board under
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the secretary of defense; and provide for a chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
who would take precedence over all other military personnel, be the principal
military adviser to the president and the secretary of defense, and perform such
other duties as they might prescnbe

At hearings on the proposed legislation held by the Senate Committee on
Armed Services in March 1949, Secretary Forrestal candidly acknowledged that
he originally had opposed a too great concentration of power in the secretary of
defense but he had come to believe that there were sufficient checks and balances
inherent in the governmental structure to prevent misuse of the broad authority he
felt must nowbe vested in the position. As a patt of an evolutionary development,
Forrestal thought that the proposed amendments to the National Secunty Act
would "convert the military establishment from a confederacy toafederation.” At
anofher appearance before the same committee in April, Secretary Symington
expressed strong Air Force support for increased defense centralization, "From
the very beginnings of hearings on the proposal to unify the armed services,” he .
pointed ont, "the Air Force has favored centralization and ¢lear definition of
anthority and responsibility for the positions of the Secretary of Defense and the
head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff." He personally favored the Hoover
recommendation to designate the departmental secretaries as under secretaries of
defense. "I would say," he concluded, "that any diminishing of the power and
prestige of the Air Force as a result of making the Air Force a military department
instead .?f an executive department would be very much in the interest of the United
States."

With a few modifications, President Truman’s recommended amendments to
the National Security Act passed the Senate nnanimously on Zq May 1949, But, in
the House of Representatives, Chaioman Vinson’s Committee on Armed Services
was openly skeptical of the bill, "What has been worrying me . . .," Vinson told the
new secretary of defense Louis Johnson as hearings began on 28 June, "is that the
Congress is frozen out, kept at arms’ length, from the problems of the three
Departments, I cannot reconcile this with the constitutional responsibility of the
Congress, and I think this bill should be amended to keep Congress a part of the .
team."® Vinson felt that the secretary of defense already possessed powers that
were adequate for the purposes of unification. While the House Armed Services
Committee was considering the legislation, Congress passed and President
Truman signed into law on 20 June the Reorganization Act of 1949, which
authorized fhe president to institute reorganization plans within the executive
branch, unless a house of Congress should veto the proposal by a majority vote
within 60 days. In accordance with this authority, Truman submitted
Reorganization Plan No. 8 on the National Military Establishment to Congress on
18 July, which proposed to accomplish most of the earlier legislative
recommendations by executive action. While Truman preferred that Congress
would act on a matter by regular legislative process, he apparently used the
reorganization plan procedure to emphasize the importance of his
recommendations. Since the bill passed by the House differed markedly from that
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voted by the Senate, the legislation was rewritten in a conference committee in an
acceptable form, and the compromise bill became law on 10 August.7
The National Security Act Amendments of 1949 established the Department of
Defense as the successor to the National Military Establishment, thus reducing the
Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force to military rather than executive
departments. The secretary of defense was given direction, authority, and control
over the department, but the services were to be separately administered. The
secretary was prohibited from transferring or consolidating any combat function,
and he was required to report to Congress any reassignment of noncombat
functions. The services could no longer appeal directly to the president or the
Bureau of the Budget, but any service secretary or chief of staff could, after
notifying the secretary of defense, make recommendations to Congress on his own
initiative. The act established the position of chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
who was charged to preside at meetings of the Joint Chiefs, to prepare agenda for
. the meetings, and to inform the president or secretary of defense of issues upon
which the Joint Chiefs had not been able to agree. The act provided that the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff could not vote and that he would have no
command authority. No changes were made in the existing status of the Munitions
Board or in the Research and Development Board. The deputy secretary of
defense was given precedence within the Defense Department immediately after
the secretary; three assistant secretaries were authorized. The secretaries and
under secretaries of the military departments and the chairman of the Munitions
and Research and Development Boards were designated as nonpermanent
members of the National Security Council®

Toward the Air Research ard Development Command

In its report on 16 December 1948, the Committes on National Security
Organization, headed by Ferdinand Eberstadt, proposed that immediate steps
should be taken to establish closer working relations between the Joint Chiefs of

. Staff and the Research and Development Board to assure that advances in
weapons and weapon systems were considered adequately in the formulation of
strategic plans.’ This recommendation, which could be effected without changes
inlegislation, apparently reflected a growing appreciation of the basic closed-circle
relationship between scientific development and military strategy. According to
Karl F. Kellerman, the executive director of the Research and Development
Board’s Committee on Guided Missiles, however, the board found it very difficult
to obtain long-range strategic gnidance from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. "We ask
them," Kellerman said, "what the war will be like so we can plan intelligently for
new weapon development and they counter by asking us what new weapons will be
available so they can plan intelligently for the future war."% In the limited defense
budgets of the late 1940s, moreover, research and development funding had been
reduced in favor of operating forces. "There are those in high positions in the Air
Force today," charged Maj Gen Donald L. Putt, the director of Air Force Research
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and Development, "who hold that research and development must be kept under
rigid control by ‘requirements’ and ‘military characteristics’ promulgated by
operational personnel who can onlylook into the past and ask for bigger and better
weapons of World War ILvintage. . .. Theyhave not yet established that partnership
between the strategist and the scientist which is mandatory to insure that superior
strategy and technology which is essential to future success against our potential
encmies."

In a letter to Secretary Symington on 15 January, Dr Theodore von Karman,
chairman of the USAF Scientific Advisory Board, doubted that the Eberstadt
criticisms applied directly to the Air Force, but he observed they probably held a
meaning for all of the military services. Von Karman reminded Symington that the
facilities of the Air Materiel Command at Wright Field were inadequate for
research in an era of supersonic flight, and he noted the impression that the Air
Force had made research and development too subservient to the procurement of
materiel. "When research work becomes too closely allied with operational and ’
procu:ement problems," he postulated, "one gets too little farlooking research
work."12 Writing to Vandenberg on the same day that he addressed Symington, von
Karman urged that the Air Force should again establish the position of deputy
chief of staff for research and development "Air supremacy,” von Karman noted,
"will be an indispensable factor in the event of another war. In the air battle,
technical surprise and general techuical superiority will always be decisive . . .
DECISIVE technical superiority IN TIME OF WAR will go to the side whichmost
rapidly and exhaustively transforms new technical developments into pieces of
battlespace equipment IN TIME OF PEACE." He was certain that necessary
long-range planning and more effective utilization of specialized personnel, critical
facilities, and limited funds could come only through more centralized Air Staff
control over research and development activities.

When Vandenberg asked for guidance on research and development from
retired Gen James H. Doolittle, he got much the same opinion that he had received
from Dr von Karman. "Everyone is for research and development,” Doolittle
shrewdly observed, "just as everyone is against sin. However, very few people will .
sacrifice it"4 Behevmg that some constructive action was necessary, Vandenberg
asked the Air University tomake a study of the research and development structure
of the Air Force. In a companion effort on 7 April, General Fairchild asked the
USAF Scientific Advisory Board to give him advice on the same problem. Maj Gen
Orvil Anderson headed the Air University study committee and von Karman
named Dr Louis N, Ridenour to head the Scientific Advisory Board’s special
committee on research and development. The two groups worked closely together
during the summer of 1949; the Ridenour committee submitted its report on 21
September and the Air University committee sent forward its recommendations,
including a review of the Ridenour report, on 19 November.?

"Any war which we can now foresee,” the Ridenour committee stated, "will be
an inter-continental war, and we must presume that in such a conflict the Air Force
would play a major role, since naval blockade would be ineffective and land
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invasion against an unweakened enemy would be hazardous in the extreme, .. .
Even more important. . . isthe deterrent effect of our air power upon the Russians.
... To maintain this impressive role during the years of negotiation and diplomacy
to come, the Air Force must retain its present qualitative superiority." Hence, the
committee observed: "If war is not imminent, then the Air Force of the future is
far more important than the force-in-being" and research and development should
be funded as a necessary expense. More specifically, the Ridenonr committee
recommended that a position of deputy chief of staff for research and development
be established both to head such activities within the Air Staff and to command a
new research and development command, which should be divorced from the
procurement and production functions of the Air Materiel Command. The single
agency research and development organization should be made responsible for
unified budgeting, thus making it possible to identify the total costs of research and
development, However, strong efforts were needed to increase the number of Air
. Force officers and civilians with advanced technical skills on the active roles and
to make full use of their capabilities. The committee recommended that the air
research and development command should be provided with expanded field
facilities and that such facilities ought to be operated by civilian contractors, thus
allowing the Air Force to concentrate its limited technical manpower in the work
of contract supervision and operational evaluation. Finally, the Ridenour group
recommended that the technical talent and facilities of US universities and
industries should be utilized much more fully, particularly through contracts for
specific research and development projects. As an operating procedure, the
committee recommended that the Air Force make a needed distinction between
components and systems. A system was conceived to be an assemblage of
interacting components brought together to deal with a particular problem such
as strategic bombardment of aiv defense. "Within the Air Force," the committee
recommended, "the role of systems engineering should be substantially
strengthened, and systems projects should be attacked on a ‘task force’ basis by
teams of systems and components specialists organized on a semi-permanent

basis."

. After making its own study of Air Force research and development, the Air
University committee stated: "We cannot hope to win a future war on the basis of
manpower and resources. We will win it only through superior technology and
superior strategy.” The committee believed that Air Force leaders generally
recognized the importance of research and development but the pressures of
day-to-day operational, materiel, and political problems prevented the
implementation of vigorous exploratory programs. The Air University’s panel
believed that a positive system to secure interactions between science and strategy
had to be established as an absolute and automatic function rather than as a
voluntary functioning of personalities. Since program stability was the pressing
requirement in research and development, the Air University recommended that
fluctuations in availability of personnel and funds should be absorbed in activities
that were associated with the force in being and not with the Air Force of the future.
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The Air University committee generally endorsed the recommendations of the
Ridenour group; Gen George C. Kenney, now the commander of the Air
University, added a strong personal approval to the report of the Air University
committee, "As long as we remain ahead of any possible opponent technically," he
wrote, "we could not lose a war; but if we once fall behind technically, it is difficult
to see how we could win a war of the future."’

In Washington on 2 December 1949, a conference headed by Lt Gen K. B.
Wolfe, deputy chief of staff, the Air Materiel Command—with representatives
from the Air Staff, Air Materiel Command, and the Air University--reviewed the
Ridenour and Air University reports on research and development and
recommended that General Vandenberg implement the philosophy contained in
them. The conference noted that Vandenberg had four deputies who were
responsible for the Air Force of today and suggested that it would be logical to
establish a fifth deputy chief of staff for development who would be responsible
for the Air Force of the future. The conference also recommended that the Air .
Force accept reductions in its combat force in being as were necessary to support
the establishment of a separate air research and development command. By
implication, the Wolfe group did not accept the unorthodox Ridenour
recommendation that the deputy chief of staff for development should also
command the separate air research and development command. With approval
from Vandenberg, the Office of Deputy Chief of Staff, Development was
established on 23 Janunary 1950; Maj Gen Gordon P. Saville assumed the position
as deputy chief. The new office was prowded with two directorates: Requirements,
and Research and Development.1®

With the understanding that its growth would be evolutionary through a gradual
assumption of research and development functions and facilities from the Air
Materiel Command, the Air Research and Development Command (ARDC) was
established under Maj Gen David M. Schlatter in Washington on 23 January 1950.
Many months elapsed before the new command began operating, but the Air Force
bad indicated its intention to devote new emphasis to the building of force
capabilities for the future. 19 vBased on our present concept, that of retaliation," ‘
explained Maj Gen Donald L. Puit on 16 Februaty 1950,

we have given our enemy two very important advantages, imitiation and time 'We shall,
of necessity, have to depend on cutwitting him 1n strategy and outpacing him in
technology. . . Et1s apparent that n modern stratepy and technology, developments in
the cneare largely predicted on oraffected by developmentsn the other, We, therefore,
arrive at the general position that national security will depend on our combining thess
two variables which we control, our strategy and our technology. This in a sense defines
the magmtude and importance of technology to our mihitary secunty.

Military Support for Foreign Policy

According to the basic War Department outline for the postwar organization
of the US military establishment, "the primary function of the armed forces is, when
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called upon to do so, to support and, within the sphere of military effort, to enforce
the national policy of the nation. There must be a complete correlation of national
policy with military policy; of the political ends to be sought with the military means
to achieve them."”" Under this concept the role of the armed forces was to give
authority to the conduct of American diplomacy; the foreign policy of the United
States assumed the nature of an absolute, which desirably would be supported as
necessary by appropriately prepared military forces. Actually, however, from the
start of the postwar period, American foreign, military, and economic policies bore
a closed-circle relationship in which a weakness in any one of the policies made
for a weakness in them all. Dismissing for the moment that argument as to whether
it was good or bad for the military to participate in the making of foreign policy,
Maj Gen Lauris Norstad observed in May 1947 that "military considerations do, in
fact, play a large part in the determination of foreign policy and its implementation.
Thisbeing so, it is doubly important that the military at all times remain subordinate
to the political "2
. In a discussion with Secretary Forrestal in early September 1947, General
Norstad, who was still troubled about the prospects of military participation in
diplomatic decisions, stated his view that the National Security Council might well
become a forum in which military representatives could ensure that the State
Department did not undertake far-reaching policies requiring a level of military
support that exceeded available capabilities. Seeking a clarification at the first
meeting of the National Security Council on 26 September 1947, Forrestal
volunteered his conception that the council "would serve as an advisory body to
the President, that he would take its advice in due consideration, but that
determination of and decisions in the field of foreign policy would, of course, be
his and the Sscretary of State’s.">> Henceforth, the National Security Council met
ordinarily on the first and third Thursdays of each month to consider aspects of
foreign, military, and domestic policy and to provide single sets of
recommendations on particular problems to President Truman, If the president
approved the policy recommendations, the NSC papers became the
administration’s policy. The chief advantage of the National Security Council
. appeared to be that it gave an opportunity for a member whose activity would be
affected b&a given policy to express his views and have his views expressed to the
president.”” To provide a means for exchanging political and military advice, a
standing interdepartmental group known as the State-War-Navy Coordinating
Committee (SWINCC) had been established in December 1944; in October 1945
the secretaries of state, war, and Navy had designated the SWNCC as "the agency
to reconcile and coordinate action to be taken by. . . the departments on matters
of common interest . . . and establish policies on politico-military questions." In
1947 the SWNCC was redesignated as the State, Army, Navy, Air Force
Coordinating Committee (SANACC) and, despite the establishment of the
National Security Council, the intergovernmental agency continued to function at
the working level during the administration of Secretary Forrestal”
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According to the prevailing concept of proper military-civil relations of the late
1940s, the State Department was expected to define foreign policy and the Defense
Department was expected to implement it with force commitments when
requested. When State Department planners began preparing an integrated
statement of foreign policy, however, they immediately found that no one could
define authoritatively the basic national objectives of the United States. The files
of the State Department and National Security Council were filled with papers
dealing with separate problems and areas, each of which included specific
objectives, but there was no consolidated statement of basic American purposes.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff encountered this same problem. In October 1949 General
Bradley told congressional investigators that in the absence of any authorifative
definition, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had assumed that

i

the people of the United States have as their national objective a desire for peace and

security without sacnifice of either the basic nights of the mdmidual or the present

sovercignty we cherish . Secondly, we intend to maintamn our political way of life and

our form of government i our own country. . . Qur thurd obyective 15 to marntam, and .
toxasse, 1if possible, our American standard of living. And fourth, we Americans would

like to have peace and security for the entireworld, and all the good that these conditions

can bring.

Bradley conceived that the national objectives did not "demand a similar political
way of life or a similar form of government in other countries of the world" and that
they included a hope for "the successful development of an effective world
organization, based on the United Nations." In their approach to the problem, the
State Department planmers finally decided that the basic national purpose of the
United States was best expressed in the preamble to the Constitution: "to form a
more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure Domestic Tranquillity, provide for
the common defense, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of
Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity." In 1949 the House Committee on Armed
Services was in agreement with these generalized objectives, but it suggested that
the Natfonal Security Council ought to issue "a firm statement of principles upon
which tthJ oint Chiefs of Staff may rely as an official expression of their civilian .
leaders."

Seeking "the containment of communism and .. . the defense of America," the
United States lent military and economic assistance to counter Soviet aggression
in Tran, Greece, and Turkey and in Trieste and Berlin2’ On7 May 1948, however,
President Truman told Secretary Forrestal that annual military budgets must be
kept relatively stable in order that they would not "cut too deeply into the civilian
economy”; at this time the domestic economic policy of the Umted States began to
prevail in no small part over both the foreign and mxhtary pohcy Although the
United States hoped to restore a balance of power in both Europe and Asia, the
successful civil war waged by the Chinese Communists affected American
influence in East Asia.2” In Korea the United States remained committed to the
political objective of securing the unification and independence of the divided
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nation, but on 25 September 1947 the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered that the
American occupation troops could better be used elsewhere and would be
extremely vulnerable in the event of a general war., They accordingly informed
President Truman: "From the standpoint of military security, the United States has
little strategic interest in maintaining the present troops and bases in Korea.” In
response to an American request, the United Nations General Assembly
entertained the Korean unification problem; on 10 May 1948 it sponsored elections
that formed the legitimate government of the Republic of Korea, The United States
undertook to train and equip Republic of Korea armed forces to make them strong
enough to provide security "against any but an overt act of ageression by North
Korean or other forces." The last of the American occupation forces were
withdrawn from Korea on 29 June 1949 In the symmer of 1949, subsequent to
the defeat of the Chinese Nationalist government on mainland China and itsretreat
to Formosa, State Department planners queried the Defense Department as to
whether, if political and psychological reasons demanded, the United States could

. commit military forces to the defense of Formosa without improperly imbalancing
the force deployment necessary for security against the contingency of general war
with the Soviet Union. The Defense Department replied it could not under the
limitations of the $13-billion military budge:t.31 Operating with a relatively fixed
annual budget despite the growing costs of modernization and the need to counter
growing Soviet air offensive capabilities, the Air Force was compelled to curtail its
oversea operations. "We have already closed out the Caribbean Air Command,”
Vandenberg pointed out in May 1950, "Perhaps,” he added, "the nation should be
willing to sacrifice some of its influence in Europe and Asia in order to strengthen
its air defenses at home."*?

In the postwar years members of the State Department Policy Planning Staff
assumed the habit of conferring directly with members of the Joint Strategic Survey
Committee of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in regard to military problems, and the
SANACC provided an additional working-level agency for exchanging information
and arriving at policies. In the autumn of 1949, however, Secretary of Defense
Johnson ruled that State Department contacts with the Defense Department

. would be cleared through his office. Johnson later explained that he was seeking
to ensure that basic decisions would be made by the top echelons rather than by
subordinate offices. But some persons believed that the secretary was concerned
lest pressures from the State Department to increase military forces would make
it difficult for him to carry out his mandate to limit military spending.*® Because
he thought it was improper for the National Security Council to be called upon to
discuss matters that had alreadybeen agreed to at lower Ievels, Johnson abolished
SANACC.3 Sensitive to charges that the Department of Defense was attempting
to determine foreign policy, Johnson asserted: "The Defense Department is
concerned with the mikitary. . . . Neither the Secretary of Defense nor his assistants
nor the Joint Chiefs of Staff nor the Chairman have . ... tried to fix. ... foreign pohicy.
We have stayed out of that. . . . When foreign policy is determingd, then our line is
determined. Within that foreign policy it is our duty to work." General Bradley
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and the Joint Chiefs also attempted to adhere to this distinction between foreign
and military policy. "We are asked the military implications of certain policies, and
we try to restrict ourselves to military implications of varions phases of foreign
policy," ke said. "This is our job as adviser to the Government on military
matters. . . . We have never, to my knowledge, advocated an gr action which is not
in accordance with the foreign policy in effect at that time."

Soviet Nuclear Weapons and
Technological Challenge

Although the Ieaders of the United States had recogmzed that no nation could
maintain a complete monopoly on nuclear weapons, respcmSIbIe American
scientists had not expected the Soviet Union to detonate an atomic weapon before
1952, at the soonest. Early in 1949, an Air Force long-range detection service had
begun to fly missions to search the upper atmosphere for evidence of atomic
explosions anywhere in the northern hemisphere, and on 3 September 1949 one of .
the search planes picked up a radioactive air sample over the North Pacific. After
reviewing the evidence, aspecial committee of Atomic Encrgy Commission experts
stated positively that an atomic explosion had occurred somewhere in Asia
between 26 and 29 Aungust 1949, "We have evidence," President Truman told the
American people on 23 September "that within recent weeks an atomic explosion
occurred in the USSR.™3

‘What was surprising was not that the Soviet Union had developed an A-bomb
but that it had done so more rapidly than had been predicted. In a magazine article
published during October 1949, General Bradley cautioned that the Soviet
A-bomb

is no occaston for hysteria . . . For an industrially backward country, the making of an

atomic bomb 1s not so difficult as the problem of turnmg it out in quantity and dehvering

it, As long as America retains (as it can)) a tremendous advantage in A-bomb quantity,

quality and deliverability, the deterrent cffect of the bomb agamst an aggressor will

continue. Sustained research and development ean keep us far i the lead with methods

for intercepting enemy bomb-carriers No one can predict what the weapons of the

future maybe; in the long run our promse of secunty lies in the com‘néned , unparalleled .
mventiveness and industrial skill of Western Burope and America.

Developments in Nuclear Weapons

In spite of an official analysis that "the fission borab was not a mortal threat to
the United States,” both because of its finite destructive power and the fact that
the Soviets would require several years to stockpile such weapons, Amencan
officials were shaken by the knowledge that the Soviets had the A-bomb.® The
immediate effect of the Soviet nuclear capability was to stimulate research and
development in the field of nuclear weapons: the products of the effort would have
important effects on national strategic planning.
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"At the end of World War IL" observed W. Sterling Cole, chairman of the
congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, "there was a general slowdown
in our entire military program, including atomic weapon development. This
relaxation was due in large measure to a general belief that a lasting peace had
been accomplished, that we would enjoy atomic monopoly for some years, and that
there would be international control of atomic weapons.' "0 The two World War IT
atomic bombs that had been employed against Japan had been large and awkward
"laboratory" models which could not have been transported by planes smaller than
B-29s, and even these aircraft had to be especially modified for the purpose. As
has been noted, there was a prevalent belief in scientific and military circles in the
late 1940s that the world’s supply of fissionable uranium was very scarce. Air Force
leaders recogrized the desirability of a family of atomic weapons that could be
employed against an entire spectrum of targets; however, they believed, on good
authority, that fissionable material would always be scarce and that small atomic
bombs could not be designed or produced. Consequently, these Air Force leaders
favored the developing and stockpiling of the larger and more efficient atomic
weapons that would be employed in a strategic air offensive. The Military Liaison
Committee made Army, Navy, and Air Force requirements known to the Afomic
Encrgy Commission, but the Department of Defense was only one of the customers
of this production agency. Since 1946 many scientists had been motre interested in
the employment of the atom for peace than for war #*

As early as April 1942, atomic scientists Edward Teller and Enrico Fermi
discussed the possibility of developing a fusion or thermonuclear weapon that
would yield infinitely more power than the fission-type atomic weapon. But the
decision had been made to develop the atomic bomb. And, although a small
research program on the thermonuclear energy was continued, the AtomicEnergy
Commission (AEC) gave no major consideration to the question of undertaking
active development of a thermonuclear weapon, which would be better known as
the H-bomb. Immediately after Truman’s announcement in September 1949 that
an atomic explosion had occurred in the Soviet Union, a staff paper was prepared
in the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy advocating that an H-bomb be
developed, to which the Atomic Energy Commission rephed that it was doing all
that it could in the thermonuclear field. On the Atomic Energy Commission,
however, retired Adm Lewis L, Strauss reasoned that the United States could not
afford merely to seek to maintain an arithmetic lead over the Russians in
stockpiling A-bombs. Therefore, on 5 October he proposed to his colleagues that
the time had come for a quantum jump in the form of an intensive effort to develop
the thermonuclear weapon, The Atomic Energy Commission’s General Advisory
Commuttee of scientists and engineers opposed a crash program to develop an
H-bomb on both technical and moral grounds, and the majority of the membership
of the Atomic Energy Commission did not favor an all-out thermonuclear program,
On 9 November, however, the entire problem was laid before President Truman,
Writing to Truman on 25 November, Stranss recommended that the president
direct the Atomic Energy Commission "to proceed with the development of the
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thermonuclear bomb, at highest priority subject only to the judgement of the
Department of Defense as to its value as a weapon, and of the advice of the
Department of State as to the diplomatic consequences of its unilateral
renunciation of its possession."4

Earlyin November the H-bomb controversy blossomed in the American public
press, with elaborate arguments being developed on both sides. Troubled by the
divided opinion in the AEC report, President Truman on 10 November designated
Secretary of State Dean Acheson, Secretary of Defense Johnson, and AEC
chairman David E. Lilienthal as a special subcommittee of the National Security
Council tomake reconunendations to him. In the following weeks, the departments
of State and Defense moved into accord on the necessity of producing
thermonuclear weapons, as did the joint congressional committee. The matter,
nevertheless, continued under consideration until late January 1950, when Dr
Klaus Fuchs, a former group leader at the Los Alamos atomic weapons laboratory,
confessed that he had passed muclear secrets to the Soviets, a sitnation that
demanded immediate action. In a day-long meeting on 31 January, secretaries .
Acheson and Johnson agreed upon the need for immediate and full-scale
development of the thermonuclear bomb. Lilienthal opposed that view, arguing
that there was a considerable doubt as to the technical feasibility of thermonuclear
weapons and advocating that a better course of action would be to create more
flexible atomic weapons. At the conclusion of the discussion, the special committee
recommended that President Truman direct the Atomic Energy Commission to
take immediate steps to develop a thermonuclear weapon. Accepting the
recommendation, Troman announced on 31 January that on the previous day he
had directed the Atomic Energy Commission "to continue its work on all forms of
atomic weapons, including the so-called hydrogen or superbomb."43 In protest
Lilienthal resigned as chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission on 15 February
and was shortly thereafter replaced by Gordon Dean.

The decision of the United States to emphasize the weapon aspects of
thermonuclear energy shortly provided the beginnings of a family of nuclear
weapons. Late in February 1950 the Atomic Energy Commission announced that
it would turn out A-bombs on a virtual production-line basis. Thus, the critical ‘
problem of atomic supply, long considered a question in military planning, had
apparently been solved. As a matter of fact, uranium ores were never scarce. The
military had based its requirements on an assumption that the availability of raw
materials would rigidly limit production; meanwhile the Atomic Energy
Commission did not step up its materials procurement program because the
limited requirements could nof be met without expanding existing sources. Higher
prices offered for uranium ores following the decision in 1950 to expand
production led to the discovery of large mineral reserves in the United States.
Technological innovations in the thermonuclear program also permitted
refinements in A-bomb technology. In May 1950 a military requirement for a small
bomb that could be delivered by high-performance aircraft was forwarded to the
Atomic Energy Commission, and in this same month the Sandia Corporation
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reported that it would be possible to proceed with the manufacture of ¢ efficient
A-bomb that could be transported and dropped by fighter-type aircraft,” Where
nuclear weapons previously had been available only for strategic air warfare
employments, they could now be developed for tactical air warfare applications.

Thoughts on Nuclear Air Power

Under the privilege of academic freedom and with the understanding that their
views did not necessarily represent official viewpoints, the faculty and students of
the Air University had begun to make analyses of the effect of nuclear weapons on
warfare as early as 1947. An Air War College seminar studying the import of the
atomic bomb on strategy and tactics concluded in April 1947 that "the initial blow
suffered by any nation from an atomic attack canbe decisive." Based on a detailed
analysis of the threat to the United States posed by the Soviet Union, Air War
College students conjectured in June 1948 that "all measures short of direct military
action to contain the threat of Communist domination are of doubtful effect in

. meeting other exacting requirements in preserving our national life. Military action
using we apons of mass destruction, prior to the Soviet development of these
weapons, in final essence appears to be the only ultimate means of attaining
security of our nation and the world." Speakmg to the Air Command and Staff
School in June 1949, Maj Gen Orvil Anderson sought to outline the new patterns
of air warfare in an atomic age. He said:

In World War II no fighter cap ever gave adequate protection to zny surface
target ., .The attackers always came through, . ., They always paidin attnition . . . but
air came through, and the indications are strong that as technology advances the ability
of arr to come through at lesser and lesser costs 18 quate clear, quite apparent, You will
reach the pomt in the distant future when you won't even think of opposing air m the

1T, . o . We'll go back to a counter-artillery work, We'll fight them at the launching site
orwe won’t fight them

In an article published in October 1949, Lt Col Harry M. Pike of the Air
Command and Staff College faculty frankly questioned whether the United States
ought to attempt an air defense effort. "If our enemies send over great numbers of

. aircraft carrying enough atomic bomb-type weapons to attain a goodly part of their
strategic objective’s and if our air defense system is capable of destroying only
about ten percent of their planes and probably a lesser percentage of their
missiles,” Pike asked, "1s the expenditure of such an enormous sum of
money— probably billions of dollars—for an air defense system feasible and
acceptable? Are there perhaps other places for us to put our money in order that
the probability of attack might be made more remote?" If military funds were of
little or no consideration, Pike would have favored "a mighty defense effort aimed
at making this country literallyunpenetrable.” But, under existing funds limitations,
he argued that an air defense system could not "rate a high rung on the priority
ladder."
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The notion that the United States might conduct a preventive war against Soviet
nuclear capabilities was completely unacceptable to Thomas K. Finletter, who
replaced Symington as secretary of the Air Force on 24 April 1950. Speaking to
the Air War College on 23 May, Finletter stated bluntly:

I'befieve that preventive war is not a possible pohicy for the Umited States government
tocartyoutatfhistime .. Anybodywhoadvocates a preventing war ., . ssstmply taking
the easicst way and is not willing to face up to the tremendously difficult polstrcal and
nulitary things we have to do I think that the American people want their military
leadersand their political leaders towork themselves out of this mess i some way which
15 consistent with the spirit and the creed of the American people

On 7 June, General Saville told Air War College students that there were good
military reasons why the Air Force could not reasonably think about preventive
war. While scientists assumed that the nuclear explosion in August 1949 had been
Russia’s first test, it was possible that earlier tests had not been discovered and the
Soviet Union might have a stockpile of weapons. In order to wage preventive war
and simultaneously shield the United States from counterattack, the Strategic Air ’
Command would have to destroy the Soviet Long-Range Air Force in the initial
air assault. As of early 1950 the Air Force did not have the recomnaissance
capabilitics and available intelligence information to pinpoint the location of Soviet
aircraft for an initial attack or keep account of their deployments once an attack
was begun. Saville suggested that, at best, preventive war might well turn into a
situation wherein "Il beat your brains out and you beat my brains out."*°

Atthe Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Dr George Valley, Jr., a professor
of physics and a member of the USAF Scientific Advisory Board, apparently read
Colonel Pike’s article that degraded the potential of air defense. Professor Valley
believed that an air defense system capable of blunting an enemy attack could be
had with modern technology at a cost that would not unduly detract from the
support of the strategic air striking arm, and he recommended that a scientificstudy
be made of air defense. Generals Vandenberg and Fairchild immediately called in
key members of the Scientific Advisory Board and requested that action be taken
to execute Valley’s proposal. In November 1949 Vandenberg established an Air
Defense Systems Engineering Committee under Valley and charged it to .
determine "the operational development of equipment and technigues— on an air
defense system basis —which wonld produce maximum effective air defense for a
minimum dollar investment." The committee of eight scientists —most of whom
were associated with the Massachusetts Institute of Technology—met on
weekends at the Cambridge Research Laboratories. In March 1950 the Valley
committee proposed that a new system of close-in radar nets, communications
facilities, information-processing computers, fighter-interceptors, and unmanned
interceptor missiles would increase the probable kill ratio of attacking aircraft from
10 to 30 percent. It estimated that the interior defense would require some eight
to ten mechanized air defense systems and that each would cost about $1 billion.>!
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"The period which we all realized must some day come when intercontinental
air warfare would be a possibility," General Fairchild stated on 7 February 1950,
Mg now at hand. . . . Air Force thought and action is oriented about the concept
that our primary effort must be directed toward providing the means of surviving
such an atomic phase, not only without disaster, but so that our relative strength
would be such that we may mobilize and bring to bear any forces that may be
required to assure victory." Fairchild believed that the Soviet atomic weapon had
increased the importance of the American strategic striking force. "Indeed," he
satd,

1ts continued effective, effictent existence 1s the greatest deterrent against the possibihity
of occurrence of another great conflict If, through the grave miscalculation of others,
such a conflict should nevertheless aecur, 1t 1s our strategic striking force that we must
put primary reltance upon for protection of cur homeland by the destruction of the

bases and remaimng aixcraft of the long-range forces directed agamst us and for so
reducing enemy capacity to support his war effort that we may gam the tume required

’ for ultimate victory.

Even though the strategic striking force continued to be of first importance and
first priority, Fairchild called for a new emphasis on air defense forces. "We must,"
he said, "provide the greatest degree of air defense attainable, within the means
available to us." The Air Force could no longer expect to mobilize air defense units
in a time of emergency. "Air-defensive forces," Fairchild ruled, "must be trained
and equipped and in place and actually on 24-hour alert if they are to be committed
to combat in defense against any sudden atomic attack — possibly one in great
force." In view of the budgetary situation and the need to emphasize both the air
striking and air defense forces, the Air Force had no choice but to further reduce
the priority of the tactical air force. Although the Air Force continued to program
some tactical air groups to permit peacetime training and development of tactics
and doctrine, the tactical air force would not be adequate for the support of any
latge-scale surface operation immediately on the outbreak of hostilities. Such a
force would have to be mobilized after a war’s bc:,cg;inning.s2

Speaking candidly of the importance of the strategic striking force on 10 May,

. Vandenberg visualized a future war:

An alert enemy will strike us fizst Further, our defense forces in bemngwill kil some of
the attackers but only a small percentage. To be really effective, we must have an arr
defense capable of killing enemy air power at its sovrce We ourselves must strike
effectively before much else can be done by anybody As was the case i the last war, it
15 up to the Aur Force to carry the war to the enemy and to sgam a1t supetiotity before
surface operations i force can be successively undertaken

Asked to explain the Air Force philosophy of air defense on 7 June, General Saville
emphasized the "relationship between Air Defense, the Air Offensive, and Time."
"T believe it’s obvious to us all," said Saville,
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thatwhen we had exclusive ownexship of the A-bonib we had a relative position 1n which
wewere gomg over the enemy and drop A-bombs on him and e was gomg to drop TNT
onus . And, at that ime, it was perfectly proper completely to ignore the Awr
Defensive business, gomnto the air offenswe and giva complate preoccupation to the air
offensive. Butwhen the ¢nemystarts A-bomb stockpiling, you get a different situation
You're back into the relative war agam

Saville thought that the time had come to go back to the "15-year old theory . . .
that a well organized air attack once launched cannot be stopped. . . . I think you
have to stop it before it is launched and you can do so by offensive means only.”
Thus, Saville believed that the time had come for the Strategic Air Command to
take the counteratomic offensive as its number one mission. Although Saville
suggested that no form of air defense could be more than 60 percent successful,
he urged that the United States must build a centralized air defense system of a
magnitude that could be calculated in terms of its monetary costs both to the
United States and to the Soviet Union. In other words, would a dollar expended
by the United States for air defense cost the Russians comparatively more to .
augment their offensive capabilities in order to sustain the casualties that the US
air defenses would inflict on an attacking Soviet force? Saville’s "guesstimate” was
that the United States could afford to build an air defense system with "two-notch"
radar —one set of radars at the interior defense line and another on offshore picket
vessels—and 67 air defense squadrons, the whele system to be capable of inflicting
about 30 percent casualties on an attacking force. Such a defensewould not prevent
the Soviets from dropping some A-bombs on the United States, but it would
introduce imponderables and additional requirements into their offensive plans,
which would give the United States some five years to gear its forces to fight an
atomic war. Saville did not favor the construction of a much more expensive
three-notch radar system, with a very extended early warning radar line, until it
could be determined whether other intelligence efforts could not provide the
“early, early warning" more cheaply. He summed up his remarks by mentioning
what he jocularly called the Saville theory of air defense: that the United States
ought to try to gain as much time as possible to prepare itself to fight in an air war
in which both adversaries would possess nuclear capabilities.>* o

NSC-68: Call for US Rearmament

At the same time that he directed the Atomic Energy Commission to begin
developing thermonuclear weapons on 30 January 1950, President Truman called
upon the secretaries of state and defense to undertake a basic review of the national
policies and military strategy of the United States in the light of the Soviet atomic
explosion., The two secretaries in turn ordered that the work be undertaken by an
ad hoc group from the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff headed by Paul
H. Nitze and from the Joint Strategic Survey Committee with Maj Gen Truman H.
Landon as head of its team. At the start of the study, General Landon was said to
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have felt that he had to support the $13-billion military budget that had been
accepted by both Johnson and Bradley, but Nitze wanted a broader scale study
that would compute requirements without reference to arbitrary financial support.
Accepting the central purpose of American policy as being the establishment and
maintenance of conditions throughout the world under which the democratic
experiment as laid down in the Constitution could survive and prosper within the
United States, the ad hoc group viewed the principal threat to this objective as
stemming from the Kremlin’s design for world domination. The planners believed,
however, that the Kremlin placed first importance on the maintenance of their
regime in the Soviet Union; second importance on the preservation of their power
base in Russia; and third importance upon the objective of eventual world
domination, The planners did not believe that the Communist leaders would
initiate a general war until they had developed their atomic stockpile to respectable
proportions, which might take them to 1954. Although the Soviets could be
expected to attempt to subvert, weaken, and discredit the coalition forces opposing

. them, the planners doubted that the Kremlin would attempt any overt aggression
until it was better prepared for the contingency that local war might spread into
general war,

‘When the State Department planners had outlined foreign policy objectives,
the determination of the alternatives permitted by the US military posture
concerned both the State and Defense members of the ad hoc study group. One
alternative was to continue with limited military forces. This course had already
proven unsatisfactory. In the summer of 1949, when the Policy Planning Staff had
quesied the Joint Strategic Survey as to whether it was necessary to attain air
superiority prior to the mounting of a strategic air offensive, it had been told that
air superiority was essential but simply could not be planned for within a $13-billion
military budget. Another equally unsatisfactory course was to sacrifice foreign
commitments and to withdraw US power to the Western Hemisphere. A third
alternative was to take advantage of the available nuclear stockpile and initiate
hostilities as soon as possible. The fourth alternative recommended by the group
was to initiate an immediate large-scale buildup of American and allied military
and general strength in order to develop an adequate power shield under which

. the United States could both resist local Soviet aggressions and deter general war,
while concurrently developing means other than all-out war that would eventually
achieve a modification in the nature of the Soviet regime. In mid-March the ad hoc
group circulated its paper through the Pentagon, where it was endorsed by the
three service secretaries and the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff On 12 April,
President Truman tentatively approved it by referring it to the National Security
Council, which would estimate the programs and costs necessary to implement the
recommendations. Handling the paper as NSC-68, the National Security Council
soon estimated that the expanded military program would cost about $50 billion a
year for several years. While these defense expenditures appeared large, they
appeared also to be within the economic potential of the United States.®
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At the same time that the State-Defense ad hoc study group was preparing
NSC-68, Congress had begun hearings on the Department of Defense budget for
fiscal year 1951. Even though the budget estimates had been set up well before the
atomic explosion in Russia, Secretary Johnson and General Bradley defended the
$13-billion budget when they appeared before the House Military Appropriations
Subcommittee on 12 January 1950. The $13-billion budget was divided as follows;
$4.018 billion to go to the Army, $3.881 billion to the Navy, and $4.433 billion to
the Air Force. Within this budget ceiling, the Army would maintain 10 combat
divisions and 48 antiaircraft artillery battalions — 47 of these battalions having been
added to the Army program for 1951 to counter the Soviet air threat. By making
reductions in force (including limited status for the battleship Missouri), Adm
Forrest P. Sherman, the new chief of naval operations, had obtained concurrence
from the Joint Chiefs to operate seven large aircraft carriers. However, because of
itsreduced appropriations the Navy planned to reduce its attack-carrier air groups
from 14 to nine, its anfisubmarine squadrons from eight to seven, its patrol
squadrons from 30 to 20, and its Marine air squadrons from 23 to 12. The Air Force '
would continue to possess a regular force to 48 groups and 13 separate squadrons,
while another 27 groups would be manned by the Air National Guard and 25 by
the Air Force Reserve. Although these 48 reaular groups could not be equipped
with modern aircraft, the $1.2 billion allocated for Air Force procurement would
permit the Air Force to introduce additional jet fighter aircraft into its inventory
and to complete the cqulppmg of three of the four heavy bomber wings and the
two strategic reconnaissance wings with B-36 aircraft. Even though the $13-billion
budget ceiling had been set before the Soviet atomic explosion, Secretary Johnson
asserted that the Joint Chiefs had long anticipated such an event and had tailored
the forces to such an eventuality. Barring unforeseen changes in the international
situation, Sohnson volunteered the additional information that the Department of
Defense wounld submit a budget request for another $13 billion in fiscal year 1952.
"Frankly, considering the intelligence estimates that we have available, and
realizing that the amount of money which our economy can. stand for defense is a
Presidential rcspons1blhty," General Bradley said, "I am in complete agreement
with that ceiling."

Throughout the spring of 1950, President Truman faced the issue of whether ‘
the nation should go to the $50-billion military budget that the foreign situation
required or adhere to the $13-billion ceilings set in terms of the internal domestic
economy. The United States was still in an econornic recession, During fiscal year
1950, receipts from taxes continned to decline and there would be a deficit of some
$3 billion. To triple the military budget, the government would have to increase
taxes heavily and impose various kinds of economic controls.> Although Truman
postponed a decision on NSC-68, Secretary Johnson appeared before a
reconvened meeting of the House Military Appropriations Subcommitiee on 26
April and requested an additional $350 million for fiscal year 1951, "We want
always that our Air Force, and Navy Air, shall be equal fo the demand of the world
sitmation. As long as there is doubt on anybody’s part, who ought to be competent
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to judge,” Johnson explained, "we shall try to err on the side of safety." Johnson
accordingly asked that the additional money should be subdivided with $200
million going to the Air Force for aircraft procurement, $100 million to the Navy
for new planes, and $50 million to be expended in converting and operating Navy
antisubmarine vessels. Johnson also stated that four squadrons of Marine Corps
aircraft slated for inactivation would be continned without additional
appropriation.”® The additional $200 million would permit the Air Force to
procure 77 production aircraft (medium bombers and medium and heavy
transports), to rehabilitate 228 primary trainer aircraft, and to convert 71 B-29
medium bombers mto aerial-refueling tankers>® But the Air Force received no
mandate for the expansion. To General Vandenberg (who had allowed General
Fairchild to justify the Air Force budget for 1951 and thus had escaped having to
endorse limited military expenditures) the gap between Axr Force requirements
and Air Force capabilities was nothing short of tragic, "The simple and appalling
fact," he told Air War College students in May 1950, "is that we will not be able to

. support even 48 groups out of the resources which have been proposed for us for
Fiscal Year 1952." In an address in Detroit on 19 May, Vandenberg disagreed in
public with Secretary Johnson’s contention that US military forces were sufficient
and warned that the United States could not expect to mobilize for a war after it
had absorbed a large-scale air attack, In another public address on 16 June,
Vandenberg again disagreed with the administration’s policy of limiting and
reducing the strength of the An‘ Force, while at the same time it placed more and
more responsibility on it.% Even though Vandenberg got on the record in
opposition to the limited defense posture prevailing in the spring of 1950, his
warnings did not move the administration toward rearmament. In East Asia,
however, the Soviets were about to unleash the forces of aggression that would
compel the United States to make a complete reappraisal of its military
requirements.

Strategic Implications of Limited War in Korea

. In a statement of American policy toward China on 16 December 1945,
President Truman had looked upon the establishment of a strong, united, and
democratic China as being of the utimost importance to the success of the United
Nations. However, he had emphasized that the United States would not emplo oy
"military intervention to infivence the course of any Chinese internal strife."
President Truman was not willing to deviate from this policy, and thus it will never
be known whether the employment of American military forces might have made
it possible for Nationalist China to have withstood the Chinese Communist military
victory. Some Rand scholars later argued that the critical problems faced by the
Chinese Nationalists were inflation and corruption and a consequent loss of troop
morale. The Rand researchers believed that a relatively small number of American
officers and enlisted men could have straightened out the problems of logistics,
technical services, and finance for the Chinese Nationalist army and that this

*
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assistance together with American air support and a moderate aid programf: for the
Chinese economy might have prevented the Chinese Communist Vlctory 2 vThe
decision to withhold previously pledged American support," Gen Douglas
MacArthur would write, "was one of the greatest mistakes ever made in our
!Jistory.“63

Folowing the withdrawal of American military forces from Korea in June 1949,
the mission of General MacArthur’s Far East Command was limited to the defense
of the geographical region including Japan, the Ryukyus, the Marjanas, and the
Philippines, In an interview with a newspaper correspondent in Tokyo early in
1949, MacArthur did not include the Republic of Korea within America’s defense
responsibilities. "Now the Pacific has become an Anglo-Saxon lake," MacArthur
was quoted as saying, "and our line of defense runs through the chain of islands
fringing the coast of Asia. It starts from the Philippines and continues through the
Ryukyn archipelago which includes its broad main bastion, Okinawa. Then it bends
back through Japan and the Aleutian Island chain to Alaska." In an apparent effort
to clarify a position relative to Formosa, Secretary of State Acheson in a speech .
before the National Press Club on 12 January 1950 stated that the defensive
perimeter of the United States ran from the Aleutians to Japan, then to the
Ryukyus;, and then to the Philippines. Should an attack occur in some area ountside
this perimeter, Acheson stated that initial reliance for resistance to snch an attack
would be expected from the people subjected to the attack and "then upon the
commitments of the entire civilized world under the charter of the United Nations
which so far has not proved a weak reed to lean on by any people who are
determined to protect their independence against outside aggression." In
explaining this speech, Acheson later maintained that he had said exactly what he
meant to say. "Now, I think I said what I tried to say very clearly," he stated,

that the United States had eertain points which were a defensive perimeter At those
pomts United States iroops were stationed; there they would stay and there they would
fight. In regard to other arcas, I said nobody can guarantee that, but what we can say1s
that 1f people will stand vp and fight for their own independence, their own country, the
guatanties under the United Nations have never proved a weak reed before, and they

won'tin the future.64 ‘

Although the strategic estimates inclnded in NSC-68 reasoned that the Soviets
would not initiate hostilities—not even a small war that might flare into all-out
war —until they could stockpile atomic weapons, the Kremlin determined to take
advantage of what appeared to be a strategic opportunity in East Asia, The Soviets
apparently believed that their puppet forces from North Korea could easily
overrun the defenses of the Republic of Kozea, without necessitating an overt
employment of either Soviet or Chinese Communist forces. Soviet strategy seems
to have discounted any serious military response bythe United States to an invasion
of South Korea, and it evidently did not believe that the United Nations Security
Council could muster any effective opposition. The Soviets may have been
relatively sure of the latter assessment, because since Fanuary 1950 Jacob Malik,
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the Soviet delegate who could have wielded his country’s veto, had been boycotting
the Security Council. This assessment of Soviet strategy was arrived at by Rand
associate A]lcn S. Whiting, after a careful study of admittedly fragmentary
evidence. As early as February 1951, however, Alexander de Seversky snggested
that Malik’s failure to attend the Security Council meetings and to veto imitial
United Nations actions in Korea might not have been a mistake. "I do not agree,"
he said, "that the Soviets did not expect us to fight in Korea, or that Malik was away
from the Security Council. . . by mistake. It was all done by design, to draw us from
the other side of the world and use up as much as possible of our potential, and we
just fell right into the trap." Somewhat later, Seversky would also suggest that the
Soviets may have opened the hostilities in Korea as a part of a well-concealed plan
to encourage orthodox military thinking in the United States and to lead it to
prepare "to fight again decisive battles on the ground , , o on Russia’s terms and
under conditions . . . that favor Russia in every respect. 6
Whatever the strategy of the Soviet Union may have be.en, the North Korean
. armed forces began a well-prepared invasion of the Republic of Korea in the early
morning kours of 25 June 1950. Even though Soviet forces were not overtly present,
General Bradley found it evident that "militant international communism inspired
the northern mvaders" and that, for the first time, "communism is willing to use
arms to gainits ends."” The major lesson to the free world was that the Communists
would use force to accomplish foreign policy objectives. "The communist
aggression in Korea," stated Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall, who
assumed direction of the nation’s defense effort on 12 September 1950, "marked
the beginning of a new military policy for the United States. It left no doubt that
the Soviet government and its satellites were willing to risk a general war by
multiple a 6ggressicm all over the world, unless confronted by substantial military
strength,™” Calling Korea a very special sitnation, Secretary Finletter pomted out
that the United States was compelled to participate in a peripheral war in Korea,
which was not a part of its global strategy, to demonstrate its national will and
determination to resist aggression. "The western world," he noted, "has a very large
periphery which fronts on Soviet Russia. In my opinion, it cannot defend that whole
. periphery with armed force. The real basic might of the western world, of which
the United States is the center, is the capac1ty and will, if absolutely driven to it, to
make war on anybody who attacks."s
In the Iast week of June 1950, President Truman with advice from the National
Security Council and the Joint Chiefs of Staff heeded the request of the United
Nations Security Council that all member nations "furnish such assistance to the
Republic of Korea as may be necessary to repel armed attack and restore
international peace and security in the area," In instructions received in Tokyo on
27 June, General MacArthur was authorized to employ air and naval forces in the
area south of the 38th parallel in the hope that this support would enable the
Republic of Korea army to rally and withstand aggression. On 30 June the Far East
Air Forces (FEAF) and the Naval Forces Far East were empowered to attack
military targets in North Korea. Later that day MacArthur was authorized to move
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gronnd combat troops from Japan and employ them against the North Korean
People’s Army. In authorizing these responses to the aggression, the Washington
authorities approved the requests for conventional actions as they were made by
MacArthur, By a fortunate circumstance, moreover, the Communists had
launched their local ageression in Korea, which was one of the few spots along the
Soviet periphery that was at all close to any concentration of available American
military forces. In fact, the presence of US forces in Japan probably had much to
dowith the nature of the reaction. "The reason why we got involved in this periphery
war, which is not a part of our global strategy,” Finletter stated, "is that the enemy
came down right under our noses, where we had the greatest concentration of
American military power outside the United States."™

Despite a complete knowledge that the Soviet Union and Communist China
were aiding the North Korean armed aggression, President Truman was adamant
that the conflict would be limited to Korea’s borders. "Every decision I made in
the Korean conflict," ke wrote, "had this one aim in mind: to prevent a third world
war and the terrible destruction it would bring to the civilized ,world. This meant .
that we should not do anything that would prowde the excuse to the Soviets and
plunge the free nations into full-scale all-out war. 71 1 the early days of the Korean
emergency, Truman directed the US Seventh Fleet to isolate Formosa from the
Communist mainland, ordered that Far East Air Forces and Naval Forces Far East
aircraft would stay well clear of the frontiers of Manchuria and the Soviet Union,
and instructed Secretary Johnson to revise a directive to MacArthar so as to
eliminate an implication that the United States might be planning to go to war
against the Soviet Union.” Secretary Acheson also believed that the Korean
hostilities must be limited. "The whole effort of our policy is to prevent war and
not have it occur," he stated. "Our allies," ke added, "believe this just as much as
we believe it, and their immediate danger is much greater than ours because if
general war broke out they would be in a2 most exposed and dangerous position."

Bases of American Action in Korea

As far as can be determined, the Washington authorities, without making any
real consideration of the employment of an alternate strafegy, accepted the .
orthodox surface strategy for handling the local war in Korea that General
MacArthur presented during the last week of June 1950. At a later date, Lt Gen
Albert C. Wedeymer, Army chief of plans, setiously questioned the wisdom of
these initial decisions, "I think we Americans are surface-minded," he said. "We
think in terms of the Army and Navy, and not up in the air with the new weapons
that science has given us. I think that punitive action shonld have been taken with
the Navy and with the Air Force, instead of putting ground forces in Korea.'™
‘When he arrived in the Far East in July 1950 as the commander of FEAF Bomber
Command, Maj Gen Emmett O’Donnell was confident that with five groups of
B-29s and with incendiary munitions, he possessed a capability to destroy
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everything of value in North Korea within three months, "It was my intention and
hope, not having any instructions," he later recollected,

that we would be able to .. cash i on our psychological advantage in having gotten
into the theater and mto the war so fast, by putting a very severe blow on the North
Koreans, with an advanced warming  teling them that they had gone too far m what
we allrecogmized asbeinga case of aggression. . .. Tell them to eitherstop the aggression
and get back over to the thuty-eighth parallel or they had better have their wives and
children and bedrolts to go down with them because there 1s not going to be anything
left up in Korea to return to

After hearing O’Donnell’s proposal, Lt Gen George E. Stratemeyer, the Far East
Air Forces commander, told O’Donnell that overriding political and diplomatic
considerations prevented its acceptance.

In late August and early September 1950, some within the Department of
Defense appear to have been of the opinion that the United States could find a
solution for the Korean War by adopting stronger policies toward the Soviet Union.

. Although the full details of the story were never told, Secretary Johnson was
reported to have favored action toward Russia. In a public speech on 25 August,
Secretary of the Navy Francis Matthews advocated "instituting a war to compel
cooperation for peace ... We would become the first appressors for peace.” On
the same day, General MacArthur sent astatement to a veteran’s organization that
mentioned misconceptions about the value of Formosa to America’s strategic
positioninthe Pacificand stressed that air bases on an unbroken island chain would
allow the United States to "dominate with air power every Asiatic port from
Viadivostok to Singapore.” When he was questioned at the Air War College by a
newspaper reporter early in September, General Anderson reportedly stated:
"We're at war, dama it. I don’t advocate the shedding of illusions. Give me the order
to do it and I can break up Russia’s five A-bomb nests in a week." Acting more
discretely inside the admimistration where he headed the National Security
Resources Board, Stuart Symington was said to have advocated immediate action
to resolve difficulties with the Soviets, while the United States still possessed a
military advantage in atomic air power.

. According to GenJ. Lawton Collins, the Army chief of staff, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff were opposed to an air campaign against North Korea's cities both because
the United States might have to rebuild them and because they did not wish to
spread enmity among the North Korean people "What we had in mind," he said,
"was what actially transpired m the Ukraine, When the Germans went into the
Ukraine, there is no question but what if they had used their heads, they might well
have gotten a great deal of support from the Ukranian people in their fighting
against the Russians."’’ President Truman flatly refused to accept the idea that the
United Nations should charge the Soviet Union with full responsibility for the
Korean conflict and demand that Moscow put an end to it. Acting on peremptory
orders from Truman, General MacArthur attempted without success to recall his
statement to the veterans organization. General Anderson was immediately
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suspended as commandant of the Air War College and subsequently requested
retirement, Secretary Johnson resigued as head of the Department of Defense on
12 September, Secretary Matthews, however, remained in office after he explained
to Truman that he had heard preventive war talked so much that he had used the
phrase in. his speech without realizing its full implications to the administration’s
policy. Symington’s suggestion that stronger action be taken on the basis of
America’s preponderance in atomic air power apparently did not meet the
approval of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, at least two of whom reportedly "did not feel
that atomic advantage was a sufficient guarantee to deter the Soviets."

Tactical Air Operations

In accordance with the terms of the United Nations Security Council resolution
of 27 June 1950, the mission of the United Nations Command forces in Korea
during the summer of 1950, as detailed by Secretary Johnson, was "to stabilize, to
build up the necess equlpment to go forward, and . . . to go forward to the .
thirty-eighth parallel”” Although somewhat hampered at first by the fact that it
was equipped and trained for the air defense of Japan rather than for offensive
employment, the Far East Air Forces committed most of its Japan-based Fifth Air
Force to the Korean conflict. Assisted by carrier-based aircraft from the US
Seventh Fleet, the Fifth Air Force easily destroyed the small North Korean air
force, thus establishing local air superiority over Korea in the opening weeks of the
war, To permit outnumbered United Nations ground forces to trade space for time
and to prevent the North Korean People’s Army (NKPA) from overrunning all of
South Korea, Fifth Air Force and Seventh Fleet fighter-bombers and FEAF
Bomber Command B-29s devoted an exceptionally large proportion of their
capabilities to the support of the friendly group troops. In the emergency, air
bombardment had to compensate for deficiencies in Army artillery support fire.
In these same weeks understrength US Army divisions from Japan were committed
piecemeal to the battle front in what seemed at first to be a futile effort to halt the
Communist ground offensive. Speaking on 28 July to the question of why tactical
air power had not stopped the North Korean ground attack, Secretary Finletter .
explained: "T'actical air power must be in relationship to Ground Forces. Tactical
air power alone ¢annot win a war — any more than Ground Forces alone could win
awar. .., Aforce of ground troops s a kind of composite power of ground elements
and air elements which support them."If opposing ground armies have capabilities
which "are at all even,” Finletter postulated, "air superiority will decide the
outcome, becanse the force which has air superiority will ultimately win. However,
where thereis such gross dlsproportlon as there is and has beén in Korea between
the ground elements, tactical air superiority of its own cannof win the immediate
battle.

In late July 1950, when United Nations ground forces were building a defensive
perimeter around the port of Pusan in sonthern Korea, General MacAsthur
anthorized United Nations Command air units to begin a comprehensive
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interdiction campaign against the enemy’s overextended supply routes. In a
six-week effort begun early in August, the B-29 groups easily smashed such war
supporting industries as were to be found in North Korea. By 15 September, United
Nations forces had been built up to a strength that they were required to attack
northward from the Pusan defense perimeter, On that same day, an amphibious
landing of a two-division force behind the enemy lines at Inchon was coordinated
with the northward drive. "At this time," wrote Maj Gen Otto P. Weyland, who had
come to Tokyo in July as vice-commander of the Far East Air Forces, "it became
readily apparent that the air force had dome its job well. The NKPA around the
Pusan perimeter was nothing more than a skeleton which had been depleted by
direct destruction and starved by the interdiction program.” In three months of
operations nader conditions of virtual air supremacy, FEAF airmen were credited
conservatively with having killed some 39,000 enemy personnel and with destroying
452 tanks, more than 6,000 vehicles, more than 1,300 freight cars, and some 260
locomotives. The number of hostile troops killed by air attack was surprisingly

. large: the 39,000 figure amounted to about one-third of the ten North Korean
divisions that had attacked in June 195051

In the summer of 1950 the United Nations Command-Far East Command was
under instructions to drive forward to the 38th parallel, thus clearing the Republic
of Korea of invasion forces. In view of the impending United Nations offensive at
Inchon, however, the National Security Council recommended a broader
interpretation of the United Nations Security Council resolution of 27 June, "We
regarded," stated Secretary of Defense Marshall, "that there was no . . . legal
prohibition against passing the 38th parallel." Believing that the safety of the
Republic of Korea would remain in jeopardy as long as remnants of the North
Korean People’s Army survived in North Korea, the National Security Council
recommended that, if there was no indication of threat of entry of Soviet or Chinese
Communist elements into Korea in force during the United Nations offensive,
MacAxthur should be authorized to extend his operations north of the 38th
parallel. President Truman approved this recommendation on 11 September, and,
following the recomamendations of the United States, the United Nations General
Assembly adopted a resolution on 7 October requiring that "al necessary steps be

. taken to ensure conditions of stability throughout Korea."s?

Except for alogistical airlift and an aitborne operation at Sukchon and Sunchon
designed to trap retreating North Koreans, the United Nations ground forces
required little air support during October as they drove forward against shattered
remnants of the North Korean People’s Army. Interdiction and attrition air strikes
became less and less effective as Fifth Air Force and Seventh Fleet aircraft sought
targets in a progressively narrowing strip of territory between the advancing
grouped troops and Korea’s northern boundary at the Yalu River. Free to build
up their forces in the sanctuary north of the Yalu, the Chinese Communists moved
air units equipped with Soviet-built MiG-15 jet fighters to airfields in Manchuria
and began to fly combat sorties south of the international border on 1 November.,
The next night Chinese Communist ground troops attacked and encircled the
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advanced elements of an American regiment near the Yalu. When the United
Nations ground forces renewed their offensive on 26 November, the Chinese
Communists launched a massive counterattack that shattered the United Nations
forces and forced them to seek safety in a full-scale retreat from North Korea3®
General Spaatz subsequently described what had happened: "When our Air and
Navy . . . had sufficient area of operations, the force of the North Korean Army
was finally stopped and we had the Pusan beachhead secure. Then we were able
to launch a counterattack. As soon as we pushed forward to the Yalu River and
closed up the area that our Navy and Air counld operate in, our ground forces were
in the impossible position of being met by an onslaught of Chinese Communists
with our dominant air and naval power impotent. . . . If the air power could have
gotten into play, and gone in to a depth of two or three of four hundred miles back
along the line of communication, the condition at the Yalu River might not have
obtained,"**

Genteral Yandenherg on Air Power .

At a press conference in Washington on 30 November, President Truman stated
that the United States would take whatever steps were necessary to meet the
situation in Korea, including the use of "every weapon that we have." "Every
weapon" included the atomic bomb. "I don’t vrant to see it used," Truman added.
"It is a terrible weapon, and it should not be used on innocent men, women and
children who have nothing whatever to do with this military aggression." With
conditions worsening, however, MacArthur informed the Joint Chiefs of Staff on
3 December that the United Nations Command was "facing the entire Chinese
nation in an undeclared war." He called for "political decisions and strategic plans
... adequate fullyto meet the realities involved."s Atthe moment the only direction
that President Truman and the Joint Chiefs could give to MacArthur was the terse
message: "We consider that the preservation of your forces is now the primary
consideration."®

General MacArthur was not satisfied with this directive. In a message to the
Joint Chiefs and in conversations with General Collins in early December, he .
argned that the United Nations Command should be permitted to bomb military
targets in Manchuria. At least one high-ranking air officer agreed with MacArthur.
*[ was all for the bombing of Manchuria," stated General O’Donnell, "and Iwanted
very badly to do it as soon as we recognized the Chinese Communist forces. . . as
bona fide forces. . . . I think we could have gotten in and for a very small cost in
casualties we could have really hit them hard and perhaps even stopped them."
Explaining his ideas more fully to the Joint Chiefs in a long message on 30
December, MacArthur suggested that an active air and naval campaign be
launched against Communist China. "Should a policy determination be reached by
our government ot through it by the United Nations to recognize the state of war
which has been forced npon us by the Chinese authorities and to take retaliatory
measures within our capabilities,” MacArthur wrote,
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we could; (1) blockade the coast of China, (2) destroy through naval gunfire and arr
bombardment China’s industrial capacity to wage war; (3) secure remnforcements from
the Nationalist garrison on Formosa to strengthen our posttion in Korea if we decided
to continue to fight for that pemnsula, and (4) release existing restrictions upon the
Formosan garnson for diversionary actlonkg,osslbly leadig to counter-invasion agamst
vulnerable areas of the Chinese mamland

In a few critical weeks in the winter of 1950-51, the United States made some
fundamental decisions regarding the employment of nuclear weapons and about
MacArthur’s proposal that the limited Korean War should be expanded into a
general war in Asia. Several factors affected the decision on nuclear weapons. A
belief that the use of atomic weapons in Korea would result in abeginning of World
War III was apparently very strongly held in Europe. President Truman’s
intimation that the A-bomb might be used in Korea brought Britain’s Prime
Minister Clement Attlee to Washington for hurried consultations on 4 December.
The communiqué that marked the conclusion of the Truman-Attlee talks noted:

. "The President stated that it was his hope that world conditions would never call
for the use of the atomic bomb, The President told the Prime Minister that it was
also his desire to keep the Prime Minister at all times informed of developments
which might bring about a change in the situation.”®® In Tater years Gen Frank F.
Everest, who had been the Air Force’s assistant deputy chief of staff for operations
in the winter of 1950-51, stated that the original North Korean aggression probably
could have been halted by the threat of the employment of the atomic bomb but
that "the United States at that time was unwilling to use sucha threat and, therefore,
possibly increase the dangers of world conflict." Late in 1950 atomic weapons were
still configured for strategic rather than tactical applications, Unlike the Soviet
Union, which had many targets vulnerable to atomic attack, Communist China
appeared to offer few targets for an atomic bombing campaign. The great strength
of Communist China was manpower; the People’s Republic of China was relatively
independent of complicated logistical support facilities and was getting most of
her weapons from the Soviet Union. According to General Everest, one other
factor bore on the situation. In his opinion, the United States had accepted the

. position that atomic weapons would be used only when the issues to be resolved
were vital to the United States. Everest said that these vital interests were not
defined, but he was certain that an attack against the North American continent
or against the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies would have been
vital and would have been met with atomic firepower,

During their conversations in December 1950, Truman and Attlee agreed that
the United Nations should avoid a general war with China, primarily because of
the threat of a global war. Much of the thinking lying behind this decision became
apparent during Senate hearings in May and June 1951. Secretary Acheson
believed that air attacks against Communist bases in Manchuria would
"increase —and materially increase—the risk of general war in the Far East and
general war throughout the world." The Joint Chiefs of Staff opposed the extension
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of the war to China on military grounds, "It would be militarily foolhardy," they
declared on 3 January, "to embark on a course that would require full-scale
hostilities against great land armies controlled by the Peking regime, while the
heart of aggressive Communist power remained untouched." At the Senate
hearings, Bradley stated: "Red China is not the powerful nation seeking to
dominate the world. Frankly, in the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, this strategy
would involve us in the wrong war, at the wrong place, at the wrong time, and with
the wrong enemy."™?

Believing that the American people needed to know the facts about the nation’s
air power and the relationship of the Korean War to global Air Force
responsibilities, General Vandenberg published an article entitled "The Truth
About Our Air Power" on 17 February 1951. He further developed his thonght in
two days of testimony before the Senate committee investigating the military
situation in the Far East. He wrote, as a basic principle, that air power was
indivisible and could not properly be characterized as strategic, tactical, or
defensive, "The overriding purpose of every plane, whether it is a bomber or a .
fighter," he declared, "is to win the air battle on which final victory on land or sea
is predicated." In an atomic age the air battle had to be won by an air offensive
since no amount of money, however great, could provide statlc air defense which
could "keep out a determined enemy attacking in strength.””! Looking backward
at the nineteenth century, Vandenberg pointed out that the British navy had
mainfained a world balance of power and had given the world many years of peace.
In the twentieth century, air power was the only force that could maintain a world
balance of power, With this thought in mind, Vandenberg demonstrated that the
Air Force had to be kept continuously balanced against the threat of the Soviet
Union. "As the power of the Russian air force increases and their stockpile of
atomic weapons increases,” he said,

the job of the Umted States Aur Force becomes roughly doubled. Whereas todayitisa

deterrent towar, becanse of its ability to devastate the industrial potential of any great

nation on the globe, tomorrow, if the Russian air force has the atomie bombs and the

abilify to deliver them, we have to have an Air Foree that can take the attubion that

would be necessary to destroy that air force, and destroy it promptly; and after that,

hawe a sufficient Air Force left to destroy the manufacturing potential of Russia, and .
do what we call policing action after that, to insure that 1t was not rebuilt

Ashe saw it, the Soviets were already reducing the margin of superiority of the Air
Force to keep the world’s peace. "Today," he said, "we have only one job that we
would have to do if we got into a major war with Russia, and that is to lay waste the
industrial potential of that country. Tomorrow when they developed their
long-range air force and they have more atomic weapons, we have two jobs. We
wonld have to put into first place the job of destroying the Russian air ?otential
that could utilize atomic bombs, and lay waste the industrial potential.”®

‘Turning more specifically to the situation in Korea, Vandenberg believed that
the Air Force was the "one thing that has, up to date, kept the Russians from
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deciding to go to war.” But, in view of its global responsibilities, the Air Force was
"a shoestring air force." If the Air Force were called upon to bomb across the Yalu,
it could "destroy or lay waste to all of Manchuria and the principal cities of China."
In 50 doing, however, the Air Force would undergo an attrition that, "with our start
from approximately 40 groups, would fix it so that, should we have to operate in
any other area with the full power of the United States Air Force we would not be
able to." Because of the low rate of military aircraft procurement in the postwar
years, the American aviation industry would be “unable until almost 1953 to do
much of a job toward supplying the airplanes that we would lose in the war against
any major opposition." For these reasons, Vandenberg urged that the Air Force
could not sacrifice its deterrent capabilities for the sake of "pecking at the
periphery" of communist power in Manchuria and China.”

After outlining his reasons why the air war should not be expanded to
Manchuria and China, Vandenberglaid out his view on the wayin which an air war
ought to be fought. "No successful operations on the surface,” he said, "can be

. conducted until you get air superiority. And when you go against a hostile air force
in order to gain that air superiority, you must first destroy the enemy air force at
the place where he is most vulnerable, which is on the ground and in his nest.. . .
If yon don’t do that, your attrition mounts in arithmetical progression." After air
superiority was attained, Vandenberg declared:

Aar power .. should go to the heart of the mdustrial centers to become reasonably
efficient. . . . In my opinion, the proper way to use air power 15 tutially to stop the flow
of supphes and ammumition, guns, equipment of all types, at its source The next most
efficient way 1s to knock 1t out along the road before it reaches the front line, The least
efficient ways after it gots dugn at the front Ime, Nevertheless, there are requirements
constantly where the utihization of air power in clese support 15 necessary.

Because of peculiar circumstances in Korea, Vandenberg demonstrated that the
Air Force could not adhere to its doctrine. The war materiel that came to the enemy
within Korea originated in the Soviet Union, which could not be attacked.
Consequently war materiel had to be destroyed somewhere south of the Yalu, and,
as arule, Vandenberg explained, the greater the length "of road and rail that you

. can get the enemy from his main source of supply, the more advantageous it is to
the Air Force and, therefore, as you decrease it, it becomes less advantageous. . . .
Asthe distance between the Yalu River and our troops decreases, the effectiveness
of our tactical air forces decreases in direct proportion." For these reasons,
Vandenberg favored a negotiated peace in Korea which would "reestablish the
freedom of the South Koreans and. . . push the aggressor back." "I believe," he said,
"our objective is to kill as many Chinese Communists as is possible without
enlarging the war at the present time in Korea, I believe that there are reasonable
chances of success in achieving a negoiated peace without endangering that one
potentigi . . . which has kept the peace so far, which is the United States Air
Force."
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Air Power Stalemates the Communists

Even though the Washington leaders sympathized with the apparently
desperate condition of the United Nations Command force in Korea, they felt
compelled to view Kozea in terms of the global defensive situation, Believing that
attempts to unify Korea by military means would be to incur an unacceptable risk
of an Asiatic or general world war, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that the
United Nations should seek a cease-fire in Korea. At the request of the United
States, the United Nations General Assembly adopted a resolution on 14
December proposing that immediate steps be taken to end the fighting in Korea
and to settle existing issues there by peaceful means. On 9 January 1951 the Joint
Chiefs of Staff informed MacArthur that, while the war would continue to be
limited to Korea, he would inflict as much damage upon the enemy as possible,
subject always to the safefy of the forces under his command. "In the worst case it
would be important that, if we must withdraw from Korea," Truman told
MacArthur on 14 January, "it be told to the world that that course was forced upon
usbymilitary necesmty and that we shall not accept the result politically or militarily .
until the aggression has been rectified"® Apparently unable to accept the limited
objective, General MacArthur was openly critical of the administration policy at
intervals during the spring of 1951, On 20 March, he concluded a message to
Congressman Joseph W, Martin with a statement of his fundamental belief: "There
is no substitute for victory." Convinced that MacArthur did not agree with United
States policy in Korea, President Truman relicved him from command on 11 April
1951. Truman explained to the American people that the military objective in
Korea Was "to repel attack . . . to restore peace . . . to avoid the spread of the
conflict.””

As seen from the viewpoint of General Weyland, who assumed command of the
Far East Air Forces on 10 June 1951, the principal task of the United Nations air
forces in the winter of 1950-51 was to prevent the Chinese armies from enveloping
the retreating United Nations ground forces. Air interdiction strikes and
concentrated close air support retarded the Communist advance, worked heavy
destruction on enemy personnel and materiel, and enabled the friendly ground
troops to withdraw to defense lines in South Korea. If the Chinese Communist air 0
force had been able fo enter combat over the ground battle area, the story might
have been different. However, the Far East Air Forces maintained local air
superiority by a combination of combat air patrols and the threat of potential
striking power, Rushed into combat in Korea, the F-86 Sabre fighter proved able
to overcome Soviet MiG-15 planes in air-to-air combat. "The F-86 saved us in
Korea," Gen Nathan F, Twining stated later. "If we had not had the top day fighter,
those MiGs would have come down and ruined us over there, but the day fighter
licked them." While United Nations airmen were not permitted to violate the
Manchurian sanctuary, Vandenberg secured acceptance of one important proviso
to the restriction. In the spring of 1951, the United States delegation in the United
Nations passed the word that if the Reds launched massed air attacks against
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United Nations forces in Korea, American airmen would destroy the airfields from
which such attacks originated. Rather than jeopardize their sanctuary, the
Communists attempted to build airfields within North Korea. But each time one
of these airfields neared operational status, B-29s successfully neutralized it. The
Communist air commander, Weyland said, was forced to learn "the basic lesson
that an air force cannot be reconstituted or developed in an area where his foe has
won air supremacy.’”’

"In a long-term war," Weyland remarked on 28 December 1950, "tactical air
power will contribute more to the success of the ground forces and to the over-all
mission of a theater air commander through a well-planned mterdiction campaign
than by any other mission short of the attainment of air supremacy." In times of
crisis, the Far East Air Forces provided friendly ground troops with an
extraordinary large amount of close air support. The FEAF Bomber Command
developed radar-directed night-bombing techniques that permitted its B-29s to
rain down proximity-fuze bombs on Red troops as they prepared to assault friendly

. ground positions. In the intervals between ground battles, hkowever, United Nations
air power was directed against the middle miles of the Korean transportation
system that supported the Red armies. Constant air aftacks against the
overextended supply lines drained the Chinese Communist armies of their combat
effectiveness. The massive Chinese ground attacks mounted in January and April
1951 failed because of a lack of logistical support. Secking to exact heavy casualties
upon the enemy rather than to defend geographical objectives, United Nations
ground troops preserved themselves through maneuver during the Chinese attacks
and launched counteroffensives when the Red assaults collapsed. During the
period between November 1950 and June 1951, continued air assault against the
enemy forward areas and supporting supply routes bronght death to an estimated
117,000 enemy troops, destroyed 1,315 gun positions, 196 tanks, and more than
80,000 buildings used as troop and supply centers. The enemy’s transportation
system was crippled by the loss of over 13,000 vehicles, 2,600 freight cars, and 250
locomotives to air attack.’

Following the collapse of the vaunted Chinese Communist spring ground

. offensive, United Nations Command forces drove forward on all fronts in May 1951
to clear the Republic of Korea of hostile invaders. With their forces badly beaten
and on the run, the Communists decided to take advantage of the willingness of
the United Nations to negotiate a Korean cease-fire, The armistice talks began in
Korea on 10 July 1951. At this time the conflict entered a new phase that ultimately
would be concluded by accomplishing new undertakings, some of them remote
from the Korean battleground. At the Kaesong truce talks, Lt Gen Nam Il, the
senior Red delegate, gave a frank appraisal of the reason why the numerically
superior Communist ground armies had not prevailed in Korea. "Without the
support of the indiscriminate bombing and bombardment by your air and naval
forces," he said, "your ground forces would have long ago been driven out of the
Korean peninsula by our powerful and battle-skilled ground forces." At the
juncture when the all-out ground battles were ending, Weyland also looked
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backward and drew lessons. "There is a tendercy among many,” he said, "to regard
all .. . air operations against ground forces merely as support of the Army.
Would it not be better to recall that land, sea, and air forces are commltted in
support of the over-all mission of the theater commander? . . . If we take such a
view, it should . . . be less difficult to see that over-all strategy must be geared to
the air situation and the capabilities of the friendly air forces as much as to ground
forces concepts of maneuver and fire. . . . If the objectives and situation are such
that, in order to be successful, air power must be exploited to the fullest, then the
ground forces must support the air forces."”

Rebuilding the Worldwide Air Force

Viewing his service as secretary of the Air Force in retrospect, Thomas K.
Finletter remarked that Korea was the stimulus that broke the logjam of fixed
military budgets in 1950, but he also observed that the Korean War "had the
unfortunate effect of emphasizing the importance of the weapons and tactics of .
the past. 1% General Vandenberg, however, saw four principal events as being
instrumental in the substantial expansion of the Air Force that took place after
1950. The first was the explosion of an atomic bomb by the Soviet Union in August
1949. The second was the North Korean invasion of South Korea in June 1950,
followed by the entry of the Chinese Communist armies into Korea in November.
Both actions signified the willingness of the Communists to employ armed might
for the achievement of foreign policy objectives, The third was the commitment of
United States forces to assist in the defense of Western Europe, And the fourth
was the calculation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that by mid-1954 the Soviet Union
would possess a stockpile of atomic weapons sufficient in size to mount a
devastating attack ao%ainst United States military installations, industry, and
population centers. Recognizing that the Air Force was on trial in Korea,
Vandenberg ordered that every effort be made to give the utmost suppost to the
Far East Air Forces; nevertheless, the reorganization and buildup of the United
States Air Force was pointed toward the major threat presented by the growing
atomic capabilities of Soviet air power, X

Even though it had gained a high level of experience in the global air battles of .
World War I, the United States Air Force was still a new military organization in
June 1950. Thus, at the same time that Vandenbargfaced the problem of mobilizing
larger air striking forces, he also had to speed decision-making capabilities in the
Air Staff and to build a comprehensive field organization for the growing Air Force.
The headquarters organization, field establishment, and force composition had to
be tailored to new strategic concepts, since the strategy of minimum deterrence
followed up until 1950 had not prevented the outbreak of conflict in Korea. In the
House of Representatives, Chairman Vinson was openly apprehensive about Air
Force capabilities for air defense and tactical air warfare. In the Senate, Paul
Donglas urged that the internal organmization of the Air Force ought to be
established by law, as had long been the case with the Army and Navy.
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Although the Air Force began to reorganize its field commands in the autumn
of 1950, it asked for more time to evaluate the global air situation—including
Korea—before taking a stand on an Air Force organization act, At the request of
General Stratemeyer, Vandenberg sent Col Ethelred Sykes, who had been serving
as a special assistant to Secretary Finletter, to Tokyo earlyin August 1950 to analyze
the air warfare lessons being learned there. Within the headquarters of the Fifth
Air Force in Korea, Maj Gen Earle E. Partridge organized a tactical airpower
evaluation (TAPE) section. On 6 October, General Norstad, the Air Force vice
chief of staff, initiated an even larger evaluation project. "Regardless of . . . limiting
conditions,” Norstad said, "we must utilize the Korean experiences for future
plamning purposes.”" He sent Maj Gen Glenn O. Barcus and a team of senior
officers to Tokyo to make a broad evaluation of the effectiveness of the Air Force
in Korea. Believing that there also would be a requirement for an investigation by
an informed but impartial civilian, Secretary Finletter sent Dr Robert L. Stearns,
president of the University of Colorado, to the Far East to gather information that

. would be useful in making policy decisions. Stearns went to the Far East on 19
November, spent about 30 days in observing and gathering data, and returned to
‘Washington, where he completed a study entitled "Korean Evaluation Project:
Report on Air Operations” on 16 January 1951, The Barcus group continued to
work in the theater until 31 December; its final rep ort was printed in seven volumes
with numerous appendixes on 12 March 1951.1% In February the deputy chief of
staff for development was designated as the staff monitoring agent to ensure that
Air Staff agencies and field commands took action to meet deficiencies noted i
the Stearns and Barcus reports. Following disbandment of the Barcus group, a
small Korea evaluation group, headed by Colonel Sykes, was established within the
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force to serve as a central clearinghouse for air
studies and evaluations of the war.'® One of the major values of these evaluations
was the identification of the special circumstances prevailing in the limited war that
would doubtless not be typical of general hostilities.

Establishment of the Air Force Council

. In the autumn of 1950, while the Air Force was expanding and establishing new
field commands, Vandenberg faced the fact that he could not as an. individual
handle the total direciion of an institution as large and complex as the Air Force
was becoming, especially since he had to spend at least three days a week with the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and devote additional time to the Department of Defense and
Congtress. For this reason, he believed that command decisions ought to be made
by any one of the officers who served as chief of staff, vice chief of staff, or a deputy
chief of staff. He wanted each deputy chief of staff, in the conduct of business within
the field of authority, to act as if he were the chief of staff. Each deputy chief,
however, had to coordinate his actions with the members of the top command to
prevent confusion; during the Air Force buildup, the deputies were frequently so
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busy in their own offices that they had no means for coordination other than by
passing papers through a time-consuming interoffice pipeline.!®

In an effort to speed the process of making basic policies and decisions,
Vandenberg established the Air Force Council on 26 April 1951. At first, only the
five deputy chiefs of staff served on the council, with their serior member acting
as chairman, In July 1951, however, Gen Nathan F. Twining, who had become vice
chief of staff, began to serve as permanent chairman of the council, whose
membership now consisted of the five deputy chiefs of staff and the inspector
general. The council met each Thursday and acted on an agenda that the members
prepared prior to meetings. Vandenberg insisted that the council members were
"wearing the hat of the Chief of Staff" and that the ey had to "leave the interests of
their own particular shops back at their shops."'" "The Air Council," General
LeMay explained later when he had become vics chief of staff, "is a tool of the Chief
of the Air Force, used to make sure that all major decisions that he has to make
have been looked at and all the recommendations that have come to him have been
looked at by the senior members of his staff."107 .

At the same time that the Air Force Council was formed to expedite the work
of the top command, four other Air Force boards were formed at the directorate
level of the Air Staff. The Aircraft and Weapons Board was established on 9 July
1951 to consider the matters that had been handled formerly by the Senior Officers
Board. Shortly thereafter, the Force Estimates Board, the Budget AdvisoryBoard,
and the Military Construction Board were established. These directorate-level
boards studied problems within their framework of authority and made
recommendations to the Air Force Council. Although these four directorate
boards and the Air Force Council would continue to be the top deliberative and
advisory bodies during the 1950s, the secretary of the Air Force and the chief of
staff continued to make the decisions that guided the Air Force.1% "It should be
noted," LeMay pointed out, "that the Air Foree Council is not a decision-making
body, but it is merely an advisory group to the Chief of St

Army-Air Force Accommodations on Air-Grourd Doctrine

Based upon analysis of the contributions that air power could make to the .
national defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had charged the Air Force with
responsibility for strategic bombing, the air defense of the United States, and the
tactical support of surface forces. "Although those three jobs seemed pegged to
different objectives," Vandenberg wrote, "it is impossible to separate them in
practice because and this is a principle ignored too often—air power is
indivisible," Durmg the summer and autumn of 1950, the doctrine of the
indivisibility of air power was a very real factor as the Air Force reconsidered its
responsibilities and reorganized its forces.

Until the summer of 1950 the limited capabilities of the Strategic Air Command
(SAC) were committed to preparing to execute a strategic air campaign against
targets in the Soviet Union. However, the Strategic Air Command recognized that
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its atomic capability was increasing, that it was important to find some new means
of defense for Western Europe against Soviet attack, and that the Army and Navy
were dissatisfied with the existing air war plan. For this reason, General LeMay
sobmitted a revised war plan, which was additionally revised and approved at a
higher level on 12 August 1950. Under a new plan the Strategic Air Command
would seek to accomplish three specific tasks during a strategic air offensive:
destroying vital elements of the Soviet war-making capability, blunting of the Soviet
capabilityto deliver an atomic offensive, and retarding Soviet ground advancesinto
Europe. At the time these tasks (subsequently referred to as the Delta, Bravo, and
Romeo missions) were assigned, the Strategic Air Command possessed the
nation’s only significant nuclear capability; but provision was made in the approved
plan for the ecventual employmcnt of Navy aircraft in the prosccutlon of the
expanded air offensive.’*! Even though he accepted the mission to slow a Soviet
land invasion of Western Europe, General LeMay was not entirely convinced that
the Strategic Air Command should be charged to perform tactical air warfare

. missions. "If you have to employ strategic air power against tactical targets," he
said, "you are not getting the full use of the we.:apcm."112

Largely for economy, but also because existing fighter aircraft were sufficiently
versatile to perform either air defenses or tactical air support, the Air Force had
reduced the status of the Air Defense and Tactical Air Commands in December
1948 and had placed them under the Continental Air Command. The reduced
status of tactical air was not popular with the Army; by June 1949 the Army Field
Forces had informed the Tactical Air Command that it was no longer satisfied with
the cooperative an-ground establishment visualized in Field Manual 31-35,
Air-Ground Operations.’® In an informal word of advice in May 1950,
Representative Vinson told Maj Gen Thomas D. White, the Air Force director of
legislation and liaison, that for its own protection the Air Force would have to meet
the Army’s requirements for air support. Vinson jokingly suggested that the
air-support mission might have to be given to the Marine Corps if the Air Force
did not pay more attention to it.""* Representatives Vinson and Dewey Short,
taking an unusual step that they said was meant to assist rather than criticize, wrote
Vandenberg on 2 August that the House Committee on Armed Services was

' "definitely dissatisfied" with the lack of progress being made in the development
of the nation’s radar warning network and had "strong reservatlons about the
efforts of the Air Force to deal with close air support for the Army."™ In 1950 the
Air Force realized that it would be very difficult to develop an all-purpose fighter
which would have the supersonic capabilities needed to intercept and destroy
future generations of hostile jet bombers and still have the relatively slow speed
and long flight-endurance characteristics that the Army felt necessary for a close
air support aircraft.!

Even without the significant technological developments that were impending,
the mobilization of additional Armyand Air Force units during the autumn of 1950
probably would have forced the Air Force to reestablish a major Tactical Air
Command. Moving in this direction, the Continental Air Command, effective on
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1 August 1950, assigned the Ninth Air Force (Tactical) together with available
fighter-bomber, troop carrier, light bomber, and tactical reconnaissance units to
the Tactical Air Command. On 15 November the Air Force specified that the
Tactical Air Command would "provide for Air Force cooperation with land, naval,
and/or amphibious forces"; on 1 December it made the Tactical Air Command a
major command directly responsible to the United States Air Force. w7
Recognizing that the Tactical Air Command would need strong leadership,
Vandenberg assigned Lt Gen John K. Cannon to head it effective on 25 January
1951. In World War II, Cannon had commanded the Twelfth Air Force and the
Mediterranean Allied Tactical Air Force in It:z:ly.118
The vague wording of the Tactical Air Command’s mission statement reflected
a general uncertainty of Army-Air Force relationships. In 1947, General Collins
had agreed with General Eisenhower’s concept that the Air Force should furnish
tactical air support to the Army. In November 1950, Collins still maintained that
the Army had "no intention of attempting to take over the Tactical Air Force," but
he informed Vandenberg that the Army was dissatisfied with the coequal status of .
air and ground forces. He specifically recommended that the Army commanders,
down to corps level in some instances, should exercise operational control of close
air support. He also recommended that the Army ought fo participate in
determining the requirements for close-support aircraft, which, he said, "should
be designed primarily for close air support roles, to include types of missions and
targets, necessity for all weather operations, reasonable operational endurance,
and ability to operate from advance strips in combat zones." Collins stated that
tactical air units ought to be provided overseas on a basis of one fighter-bomber
group per field army.*® In an article published in December, Gen Mark W. Clark,
chief of the Army Field Forces, emphasized that the Army wanted a plane
specifically designed for the close support mission, If the plane required protection
from hostile fighters, the support plane could be escorted by Air Force
high-performance fighters}?? At a conference of Army and Air Force
representatives, held in Washington on 7 February 1951 to discuss the development
of a light close-support aircraft, Army representatives reportedly made the point
that multipurpose tactical fighters frequently were diverted away from
close-support operations, whereas a light, support aircraft that could do nothin .
but this mission would alivays be available when it was needed for air s,upport.12
The Army proposals to attach supporting air groups to army umits and to
develop special close-support aircraft struck at the heart of the Army-Air Force
ajr-grountd doctrine that had emerged from World War II. General Cannon
thought it significant that the concept of specially committed air support units had
originated in the Central Pacific and had been fostered in Korea under conditions
in which the maintenance of air superiority was quite different than it had been in
Europe. In the event of a war with the Soviet Union, Cannon tirged that all available
aircraft initially be committed to gaining and maintaining friendly air superiority;
he accordingly objected to the development and procurement of light close-
support aircraft that would be too vulnerable to participate in an air war. "It
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appears infinitely wiser to direct our efforts toward removing present obstacles to
the accomplishment of the missions of tactical air by aircraft types which are
inherently capable of such accomplishment,” he said, "than to design aircraft of
reduced utility and performance in order to aceept basic inadequacies M2 Cannon
alsoinsisted that the Army’s proposal to allocate aircraft to the support of divisions
was counter to the principles of concentration of force and centralization of
control.1?® Brig Gen Homer L. Sanders, deputy chief of staff for operations of the
Tactical Air Command, pointed out that more than 100 close-support groups
would have been needed in Western Europe during 1944-45 to have supported
Army divisions on a one-for-one basis. The cost of such a tactical air force would
have been prohibitive, and, at any rate, this tremendous establishment had not been
needed because the flexibility in control in the air support system had permitted a
rapid concentration of any number of aircraft at a given point in accordance with
the needs of local situations,'* In an article published in an Army service journal
in May 1951, Col Francis C, Gideon, Air Force member of the Joint Strategic Plans

. Group, summarized Air Force thinking on the command of tactical aviation. "If air
power were nothing more than flying artillery or jet-propelled cavalry," he wrote,
"it would properly be placed under the command of the ground forces, But air
power, of which the forces designed for close combat support of ground operations
are a part, is more than this. Air power is the sum of the means necessary to
dominate the air. Viewed in this light, the reasons for establishiné an integrated
Air Force are logical and wise; its integrity must be guaranteed."*

From the beginning of the controversy, Secretary Finletter and General
Vandenberg assumed that resolution of such a highly complex question as the
command and control of tactical aviation ought to be handled by military men
rather than by the Department of Defense or Congress. On 21 March 1951,
General Collins, after evaluating the Air Force positions on the subject, sent
Vandenberg a readjustment of his original position. He recognized that centralized
control of tactical air units under a senior Air Force commander might be
necessary in a war against an enemy nation that had a great superiority of air power,
but Collins wanted this senior air commander to allocate air groups to the support

p of field armies if the tactical situation permitted. Once air groups were so allocated
. to the support of an army or an independent corps, their responsible Army
commanders should be able to exercise operational control over them.'26 At this
juncture, Secretary of the Army Frank Pace and General Collins agreed in a
conversation with Finletter that the idea of a separate tactical close-support arr
force onght to be laid aside until such time as the Air Force could build up tactical
air forces capable of performing the multiple functions of tactical air power.!%”
Although the matter was postponed, General Clark had changed none of his

thinking. Writing to Collins, Clark stated:

1consider that the traditional Aur Force doctrine, winch provides for coequal command
statusbetween ground and arrat all but theater levels, constitutes a fundamental defect
in command relahonship This doctrine of command by mutval cooperation s un-
acceptable because 1t reserves to the supporting arm the authority to determine whether
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ornot a supporting task should be executed The theory of dvided command i the face
of the enemy 1s foreign to the basic concept of warfare wheremn the responsible
commander exercises undisputed directive authonty over all elerhents essential to the
accomplishment of his nmissions.

At the same time that the Air Force leaders were discussing air-ground
relationships, they had to make decisions as to the relationship between the
Tactical Air Command and the Strategic Air Command. Even though the Tactical
Air Command formed a Special Weapons Branch in its headquarters as soon as it
learned that the development of atomic weapons which could be delivered by
tactical aircraft was feasible, the assignment for the retardation mission to the
Strategic Air Command in Angust 1950 beclouded the prospects of an atomic
mission for the Tactical Air Command. Purely for test and development purposes,
the Air Force permitted the modification of nine B-45s and seven F-84Es for
atomic delivery and assigned them to the Tactical Air Command’s 84th
Bombardment Squadron (Light).!? Early in 1951 a buildup of Soviet tactical ait
forces in Europe lent urgency to the reinforcement of air units in that theater. On .
21 Janmary, the United States Air Forcesin Europe (USAFE) was made a separate
command under the Joint Chiefs of Staff; USAFE activated the Twelfth Air Force
in Germany to sexve as the tactical air arm for NATO ground forces and activated
the Third Air Force to exercise area command in the United Kingdom. The
Strategic Air Command activated the 5th Air Division to command SAC unifs that
would be deployed to bases being built in French Morocco and activated the 7th
Air Division to command strategic air units in Great Britain,!3? At about this same
time the Joint Chiefs of Staff made an allocation of atomic weapons to the defense
of Western Europe.

As soon as atomic weapons were allocated to the defense of Europe, General
Cannon informed the Air Force that the tactical air force ought to be charged to
employ them. "A tactical fighter-bomber unit capable of delivering atomic
weapons," he wrote in February 1951, "promises to be one of the most devastating
striking forces that will be available to the military establishment." His position
soon became quite clear. "I personally consider it extremely important,” he said,
"to have the strategic air forces tend to their own knitting, keep their minds on thejr .
own jobs and not be diverted from their primary mission." Cannon thought that the
mission of strategic air forces was to effect the progressive destruction and
disintegration of an enemy nation’s morale and war-making capacity. At the outset
of hostilities with the Soviet Union, he expected that the strategic air forces would
be needed to help the tactical air forces to gain air superiority and interdict the
advance of Soviet ground troops, but he maintained that such diversions ought to
be as moderate as posssible..1

In the Air Staff, officers who were looking for a means of angmenting theater
air power in Burope before the spring of 1952 apparently looked with some favor
on Cannon’s thinking, In the Office of Assistant for Atomic Energy, Col John D.
Stevenson anthored a plan looking toward the establishment of tactical air division
in the United Kingdom that would be equipped with atomic-capable B-45 and F-84
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aircraft. Given authorization from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Air Force in July
1951 directed the necessary modification of aircraft and ordered the Tactical Air
Command to organize the atomic air division. Even though they decided that an
atomic-capable tactical air division would be fielded, the Joint Chiefs of Staff did
not relieve the Strategic Air Command of its retardation mission, and the Air Force
did not commit itself to provide a follow-up tactical bomber replacement for the
old B-45. "It is my considered opinion," Cannon continued to insist, "that any
planning basis that relies in the main upon the diversion of strategic air effort to
tactical targets is i.nappropnate Strategic air power must be conserved for its
primary mission and tactical air must possess integral forces appropriate and
adequate to its needs.">

Also, during the winter of 1950-51, the Air Force gave a good amount of
attention to proposals for reorganizing military air transport and troop carrier
aviation. During maneuvers in April and May 1950 in North Carolina, called
Exercise Swarmer, troop carrier and mlitary air transport elements were
combined together in a provisional air transport force that was able to drop
paratroopers to seize an airhead, to expand the airhead by the landing of transports
with remforcements, and to maintain resupply of troops surrounded by hostile
forces. 13 Sent to J apan to take charge of theater airlift in September 1950, Maj
Gen William H. Tunner organized available troop carrier and military air transport
units together in the FEAF Combat Cargo Command (Provisional). Citing good
experience with this organization, which could handle airborne operations and
air-delivered supplies, Tunner proposed on 26 December 1950 that in the interest
of both econotny and efficiency the Air Force ought to unify all of its air transport
organizations.”™ In October 1950, the Army Field Forces were reported to oppose
any move to remove troop carrier aviation from the tactical air forces and to place
it in a consolidated air transport command.'® General Cannon also strongly
opposed such a move. "Troop carrier units,” Cannon insisted, "are combat units,
The aircraft used by these units are weapons of war, just as are fighter-bombers,
submarines, and tanks; therefore, troop carrier aviation is tactical aviation, and
tactical aviation only Any proposal to merge troop carrier and all air transport
nnits into one air transport organization is basically m erzor in that it combimes
combat functions with service functions.*3¢

Although the Air Force seriously considered the prospects for consolidating air
transport and troop carrier aviation, final decisions allowed troop carrier umts to
remain under the Tactical Air Command and military air transport under the
Military Air Transport Service. Effective 28 March 1951, the Tactical Air
Command orgamzed the ElghteenthAu Force to take over the training of all troop
carrier wings in the zone of interior.]®’ Although no change was made in basic
organization, the experience of the Korean hostilities was such as to cause both the
Army and Air Force to accord great importance to transport aviation. General
Collins seldom made a speech without refernng to the importance of airborne
operations and of making the Army as air transportable as possible.**® General
Vandenberg pointed out that the Air Force was forced to prestock critical supplies
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in overseas areas, a practice that not only was expensive but also committed the
striking forces to operate from bases that migit be denied to them at the outset of
awar. "Airlift on the scale we visualize," Vandenberg said, "would make it possible
to move logistic support with and as the bombers move. If the bombers are forced
to divert to alternate bases, the logistic support would likewise be diverted. Without
this type support the strategic bombing force is neither truly strategic nor potent.
To have truly strategic striking forces, logistics must be as strategicallymobile and
flexible as the forces it supports. v13% And even after the Air Force decision had
gone against him, General Tunner continued to insist that air transport capabilitics
should be consolidated into one operating command. "Air transport today," he
wrote in the autumn of 1952,

1s scattered among many commands of the Aix Force as well as the Navy and Manne

Corps, all of whom do not have the same standards of utilization and prionty vrgency

for therr use Ifeel the consolidation of these arreraft mto a single command 15 the most

efficient way to do this job This single command would be charged with the

responstbility for airhft according to the wrgency of the requirements of all the armed .
services —in other words, the first needs of the nation

In its roles and missions, the Air Force was charged to provide an air defense
of the United States, but such an air defense required the integration of the Army’s
antiaircraft artillery battalions and the Air Force’s interceptor groups into one
operational organization. In the course of along dispute, the Army Ground Forces
had proposed in 1946 that the air defense mission actually ought to be divided: the
antiaircraft artillery to be responsible for the air defense of local areas and the
fighters to provide air defense beyond the range of the ground weapons. In 1949
the Air Force stated the doctrinal position that antiaircraft artiflery battahons
should be placed under the operational control of the Air Defense Command.#
Until the spring of 1950 these disputes remained academic, since the Army meant
to mobilize antiaircraft battalions from the National Guard and the Air Force
intended to mobilize fighter interceptor groups from the Air National
Guard— both actions to take effect in some future emergency. Following the Soviet
atomic explosion, the Air Force stated immediate requirements for the
establishment of an operational air defense system in the United States and Alaska .
by 1952, and the Army, which now budgeted for 48 regular antiaircraft artillery
battalions, established an antiaircraft command to assume responsibilities for field
air defense matters including air defense planning. In a memorandum of
agreement signed on 1 August 1950, Generals Vandenberg and Collins decided
between themselves that targets to be defended would be decided upon jointly by
the departments of Army and Air Force; that the location of local antiaircraft
artillery defenses would be "prescribed geographically” by similar agreements; and
that Air Force air defense commanders wonld exercise operational control over
antiaircraft artillery "insofar as engapgement and disengagement of fire is
concerned,"*>
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The agreement betwsen Vandenberg and Collins cleared the way for the
integration of antiaircraft artillery into the growing air defense system, but it did
not provide an overall air defense organization. In the latter half of 1950, the
Continental Air Command, even thongh it was hard pressed to handle its multitude
of duties, remained responsible for air defense matters. Seeking relief from
overwork, Lt Gen Ennis C. Whitehead, the commander of the Continental Air
Command, urged the Air Force to create a separate air personnel command to
handie the mobilization of Air National Guard and Air Reserve units into the
federal service, thereby allowing the Continental Air Command to concentrate on
tactical air and air defense. Instead of accepting this proposal, the Air Force
created the separate Tactical Air Command. Inasmuch as common fighter units
would no longer be available for both air defense and tactical air, the Air Force
additionally decided on 10 November 1950 to separate the Air Defense Command
from the Continental Air Command. At this time, the Continental Air Command
remained responsible for Air Reserve and Air National Guard affairs. General

. Whitehead accordingly relinquished his old command and moved to Colorado
Springs, Colorado, where he assumed direction of the Air Defense Command on
1 January 1951143

As its reestablishment as a major command, the Air Defense Command was
assigned the Eastern and Western Air Defense Forces, together with the eight
fighter-interceptor wings that had been assigned to the Continental Air Command.
To spread the heavy burden borne by the two air defense forces, the Air Defense
Command established a Central Air Defense Force on 1 March 1951, Operating
in cooperation with the Air Defense Command, the Army Antiaircraft Command
established its headquarters in Colorado Springs and established Eastern,
Western, and Central Army Antiaircraft Commands adjacent to the respective air
defense forces. Antiaircraft artillery brigades, groups, battalions, and batteries
moved into the air defense system to complement the air divisions, defense wings,
groups, and squadrons of the Air Defense Command. ¥ Rounding out the defense
organization, the Air Defense Command negotiated agreements with the Tactical
Air Command and the Strategic Air Command during April and May 1951
whereby the forces of these organizations might be used for emergency air defense

. missions.*> Bven though a command organization for continental air defense had
been established, Vandenberg felt it necessary on 23 April 1951 to warn that 70
percent of the hostile aircraft that might attack the United States would probably
get through to their targets, "There has never been in the history of air warfare," he
said, "anyone who has been able to maintain as high a percentage as 30 percent
destroyed. In other words, 30 percent has never yet been attained. In fact I think
the greatest percentage — this is over a period of time — that has ever been attained
is 8 percent."46
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Air Force Organization Act of 1951

Because of the general language of the National Security Act of 1947, the Air
Forcewas able to generate much ofits own internal organization. Air Forceleaders
felt that this was advantageous for an essentially new service, but there was a
disadvantage in that the Air Force had no specific anthorization for its strength
and was bound by old laws that provided that Army appropriations could not be
carried over for longer than two years before being expended. In congressional
hearings during 1949, Secretary Symington and General Vandenberg accordingly
supported the Army and Air Force authorization legislation, which was designed
to create a legal framework for the Army and the Air Force with regard to their
military strength, their basic composition, and their appropriation anthority. As
enacted on 10 July 1950, the Army and Air Force Authorization Act established
the strength of the Regular Air Force at 70 groups and 22 separate squadrons and
allocated an additional 61 groups to the combined Air National Guard and Air
Force Reserve. The act provided that funds appropriated to the Air Force for the
procurement of technical military equipment and supplies, for the construction of .
public works, and for research and development should remain available until
expended unless otherwise proﬁded.147

Satisfied with the Army and Air Force Authorization Act, the Air Force leaders
were in no hurry to see the enactment of more detailed organizational Jegislation.
"My own view," explained Secretary Finletter on 10 January 1951, "was that it was
better to let the Air Foree evolve for a further period of time, and to establish its
ways of doing things, especially during such a dynamic time as the present, and
then to codify." In the House Military Affairs Committee, however, Chairman
Vinson believed that "we should try to xun an establishment by law, by statute as
much as possible and not entirely by the whims and views of any one individual,
because individuals come and go. When the Air Force did not offer proposed
legislation, Rep Paul J. Kilday’s subcommittee to the Committee on Armed
Services drafted a bill designated as the Air Force Organization Act of 1951. This
measure generally described the existing Air Force organization but provided that
the chief of staff "shall have supervision of all members and organizations of the
Air Force"; that the major commands would be the Continental Air Command, .
Strategic Air Command, Tactical Air Command, Air Materiel Command, and
European Support Command; and that an air adjutant general, an inspector
general, and a provost marshal general wonld be statutory positions. The bill
provided that the Army’s surgeon general and the Navy's Medical Department
would serve the Air Force, and it charged that the Army’s quartermaster general,
chief of engineers, judge advocate general, and chief of chaplains with extendin&
their functions and duties to meet the needs of the Department of the Air Force.!

When the House Committee on Armed Services began hearings regarding the
Air Force Organization Act on 10 January 1951, Finletter stated that the Air Force
ought to be permitted to attain more experience before its internal establishment
was codified. However, out of deference to Vinson, he and Vandenberg would not
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oppose the legislation if it was amended to remove restrictive provisions, Both
Finletter and Vandenberg insisted that, under the direction of the secretary of the
Air Force, the chief of staff shonld command rather than sapervise the Air Force.
The National Security Act of 1947 had authorized the chief of staff to command
the Air Force. Although Vandenberg was willing to supervise suppott activities of
the Air Force, he maintained that it was essential that he retain command over the
strategic and the air defense forces. "When we are dealing with things like the type
of explosives we have today, and . . . because half an hour may make the difference
between the destruction of something and the saving of it based on information
that Washington may have . . .," he explained, "I want to have clear command.,"
Finletter and Vandenbergalso opposed the legislative creation of adjutant general,
inspector general, and other specialized corps within the Air Force. "Rather than
having badges and differentiations,” Finletter said, "what we are trying to get in the
Air Force is one unified command without distinctions." He was willing to accept
aunified medical service but maintained that the Air Force could not depend upon
other services to provide medical, quartermaster, engineer, judge advocate, and
chaplain support. "The Air Force," Finletter announced, "will not support
something which singles out the Air Forcc and makes it a second-grade
establishment." Believing that the legislation should not be so specific as torestrict
organizational development, Finletter suggested that it should establish the Air
Defense Command, the Strategic Air Command, the Tactical Air Command, the
Air Materiel Command, and one other overseas command as might be directed
established by the 4gresident, each command to be headed by a commander in the
grade of general !

Despite frequent meetings Air Force leaders were not able to persuade the
House Committee on Armed Services to accept the principle that the chief of staff
should command the Air Force, The committee recognized that the chief of naval
operations commanded the nation’s operational fleets, but it preferred the Army
system wherein "the Army has for forty-some-odd years felt the Chief of Staff
should act more or less as a coordinator or director of the Army Staff." Vinson was
more than a little distrusting of the wide latitude the secretary of the Air Force
wanted in order to organize the Air Force. The committee ultimately agreed not
to recommend the legislative establishment of special corps and offices within the
Air Force, while the Air Force agreed to accept a stipulation that establisked an
Air Staff comprised of the chief and five deputy chiefs of staff. The committee also
agreed to establish the Air Defense Command, the Strategic Air Command, and
the Tactical Air Command by law, leaving additional commands to be established
by the secretary of the Air Forcc:.i5 0

The amended Air Force organization measure passed by the House of
Representatives on 24 January 1951 was generally acceptable to the Air Force,
except that it specified that the chief of staff would supervise rather than command.,
In an appearance on 23 April, Finletter asked a subcommittee of the Senate
Committee on Armed Services to accept the command concept. He argued that
the Air Force chief of staff could not act independently of the constitutional powers
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of the president or of the statutory authority of the secretary and that "the word
‘command’ is the more proper one to define the relationship of the chief of staff
to the Air Force, especially to the fighting commands of the Air Force." Both
Finletter and Vandenberg spoke of their desire to have a homogeneous family in
the Air Force and accordingly opposed the legal establishment of a judge advocate
general—the only special corps authorization that had not been removed from the
House bill, >

In its version of the Air Force Organization Act (passed on 21 June 1951), the
Senate accepted the concept that the chief of staff should command the Air Force.
As a result, the legislation went to a conference committee, which prepared a
measure that was enacted as the Air Force Organization Act of 1951 and was signed
by President Truman on 19 September, This act specified that the Air Force chief
of staff, under the direction of the secretary of the Air Force, should exercise
command over the Air Defense Command, the Strategic Air Command, the
Tactical Air Command, and such other major establishments as might be created
in a war or national emergency to supersede one of the enumerated major .
commands. The chief of staff would supervise other portions of the Air Force.
Apparently because of a high degree of importance attached to the military justice
function, the act provided for the appointment of an Air Force judge advocate
general by the president for a four-year term. Based upon a Senate amendment,
the act also provided that the secretary of the Air Force would charpe the under
secretary or an assistant secretary to supervise all activities of the reserve
components of the Air Force. The Air Force was generally satisfied with the Air
Force Organization Act, but there were reports that some commands which had
not been recognized as major commands did not like the implication that they must
be minor commands. The Tactical Air Command viewed the act as a milestone in
its struggle for status and recognition, Representative Vinson also commented that
the organization act obviously would result in greater emphasis being placed on
the tactical air mission within the Air Force.2

Air Buildup: 95-Wing Program

While the Air Force was reorganizing in 1950 and 1951 to meet worldwide 0
commitments, Secretary Finletter and General Vandenberg confronted the
problem of expanding its strength. Based on the requirements noted in NSC-68,
the expansion of the Air Force was initially undertaken in context with the
expansion of all of the military services. Early in July 1950 the Joint Chiefs of Staff
approved the force compositions it thought were necessary to support the
additional requirements of the Korean fighting and to commence a limited
augmentation of American armed forces. On 24 July, President Truman offered a
supplemental estimate of appropriations required for this purpose. As enacted on
27 September, the First Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1951 made $11.7
billion available to the Department of Defense in addition to the $13.3 billion
carried in the Defense Appropriation Act of 1951. Finletter estimated that only
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about $4.5 billion of the supplemental appropriation was designed to cover the
current costs of the Korean War and that the remainder was to provide for a basic
buildup. For the Air Force, the supplemental appropriation included the costs of
an expansion from 48 to 58 wings, or the addition of 10 tactical air wings that were
mobilized from the Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve during the
summer of 1950. For the Navy the supplemental appropriation permitted the
operation of three additional attack catrier groups, three antisubmarine carrier
groups, seven patrol squadrons, and nine attack and ten escort aircraft carriers.>>

In its postwar planning the Air Force had emphasized a requirement for a
minimum peacetime strength of 70 groups and 22 separate, autonomous
squadrons. This objective had been stated at a time when Russia did not have an
atomic bomb and possessed very little air power. During July and August 1950,
however, it was obvious to air planners that 58 wings or even 70 wings would be
insufficient to the tasks then confronting the United States. Studies as to the
requirements within the Air Force finally firmed up at a figure of 163 wings (138
combat and 25 traap carrier), but Air Force planners feared that a request for such
an authorization would be rejected out of hand as the project of air power
extremists. In August 1950 Vandenberg accordingly forwarded a requirement to
the Joint Chiefs for the augmentation of the Air Force to a strength of 130
wings--114 combat and 16 troop carrier. Acting at the time of the initial United
Nations’ reverses in Korea, the Joint Chiefs on 1 September 1950 approved a
buildup of the Air Force to a strength of 95 wings—80 combat and 15 troop
carrier —by 30 June 1954, In the emergency created by the entry of the Chinese
Communists into the Korean War, the National Security Council (NSC) on 14
December recommended that the Air Force attain a strength of 87 wings by 30
June 1951 and 95 wings by June 1952. The NSC also directed establishing an
expanded military production capacity that would considerably reduce the time
required for a full mobilization of military forces. To cover the additional costs of
the Korean War and the expansion of military forces during the balance of fiscal
year 1951, funds in the amount of $16.8 billion were approved in the Second
Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1951, which became law on 6 January 1951.
In the Fourth Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1951, which became law on 31
May 1951, Congress voted the Department of Defense an additional $6.4 billion
to cover deficiencies in the pay and support of the increased forces. The
appropriation brought the total amount :il&propriated to the Department of
Defense for fiscal year 1951 to $48.2 billion.

In the summer of 1950 both the Air Force and the Navy recognized that the
aircraft industries of the United States were in a very critical position because of
the limited orders for military aircraft that had been placed in the late 1940s. In
August 1950 Adm Forrest P. Sherman, chief of naval operations, stated that the
requirement for a greatly augmented production of military aircraft was even
greater than it had been in early May 1940, when the United States had marke d15¥
increased aircraft production to meet the needs of an impending World War I1.1
Under Secretary of the Air Force John A. McCone also explained that the Air
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Forcewanted an immediate increase in aircraft production. "The Air Force policy,”
he said, "has been to build up to maximum acceleration irrespective of the fact that
by so domg we could look forward to the tie when, in the absence of a further
appropriation, production would drop off very precipitately. 156 Quickly
implementing the National Security Council’s directive to establish a military
production capacity that would considerably reduce the time required for full
mobilization if a decision was made to do so later in 1951, Secretary of Defense
Marshall issued orders on 18 December that the Department of Defense would
follow an extraordinary broad-based procurement policy. Marshall specifically
directed that contracts were to be spread across industry as widely as possible;
additional contractors instead of extra-shift or overtime operations were to be used
whenever time permitted; open industrial capacity would be used to the maximum
before the expansion of facilities was anthorized; and the prime contractors were
tobe encouraged and, if necessary, recllsun'ed to subcontract in order that the fullest -
use would be made of small business.

Given the acceptance of this broad-based production concept, which wounld .
permit a potential doubling of production in an emergency, the Air Force could
agres to the relatively low strength of 95 wings. 158 Nevertheless, Vandenberg
warnted that "an Air Force of 95 wings cannot be considered sufficient to win a
major war by defeating superior strength both in the air and on the ground. A force
of this size is intended primarily as a deterrent, ¥t is hoped also that such a force
might be able to stave off defeat if the enemy should decide to risk the
consequences of afl-out warfare," leetter also supported the 95-wing program,
but only as a means of preventing disaster.’®® The 95-wing program called for
estab]ishmg and modernizing 95 Air Force wings, 34 separate squadrons, 30
military air transport squadrons, 11 Air National Guard wings, plus a war reserve
of3,578 modern aircraft.}*! As finally programmed, the composition of the 95-wing
force included four heavy bombardment, 22 medium bombardment, three fighter
escort, three heavy strategic reconnaissance, and five medium strategic
reconnaissance wings for the Strategic Air Command; 20 wings of fighter
interceptors for the Air Defense Command and theater air forces; and four light
bombardment, 15 fighter-bomber, four tactical reconnaissance, three heavy troop
carrier, and 12 medium troop carrier wings for the Tactical Air Command and .
theater air forces. The initial thrust toward attainment of the 95-wing strength came
from the mobilization of reserve units; by the end of May 1951 all Air Force Reserve
wings--20 troop carrier and five light bombardment—had entered the federal
service, as had 22 Air National Guard wings — 17 fighter, three light bombardment,
and two tactical reconnaissance wings. Many of the Air Reserve wings were short
of personnel; only 13 of them could be retained as units—the other 12 had to be
broken up for fillers and replacements. One of the 22 Air National Guard wings
ordered into active service was converted inte a light bombardment combat crew
training school. 162 1 his specific comment regarding the allocation of units under
the 95-wing program, Vandenberg was most dissatisfied with the air defense
allocations. "The fighters that we have now," he said, "are spread very thinly and
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there are marny holes. In the 95- %roup program, the provision of defense will still
be, in my opinion, inadequate.”’® To bulwark continental air defense, the 95-wing
planning called for the rebuilding of 11 Air National Guard wings and their
equipment with jet fighter-interceptors.'

In comparison with fiscal year 1950, when only 1,246 aircraft had been
authorized for its procurement, the Air Force’s expanded aircraft procurement
funds of fiscal year 1951 permitted it to place orders for 8,578 planes. Included
were 44 B-36Hs, 39 RB-36Hs, 532 B-47s, 52 RB-47s, 3,993 jet fighters, 130 RF-84F
tactical reconnaissance planes, 22 SA-16A search and rescue amphibians, 231
KC-97 tankers, 656 cargo aircraft, 2,373 trainers, 182 helicopters, and 111 liaison
aircraft.’®® Bven though the procurement program was greatly expanded the Air
Force had not been able to lay down a single new basic aircraft design since 1947,
and the fiscal year 1951 procurements did not represent any substantial increases
in the state of the aeronautical art. The B-47 jet bombers —ordered in substantial
quantities as successors to B-29s—could cruise at 500 miles an hour, but their
limited combat range would force them to operate from overseas bases.

The fighter-interceptors that were procured in quantity — the F-89, F-86D, and
the F-94—were designed to counter a Soviet Tu-4 capability that probably would
not be a major threat after 1954. The only long-range escort fighter that could be
provided to the Strategic Air Command was the F-84F, which would have in-flight
refueling capabilities However, because of a pressing requirement for
ﬁghter-bombers in autumn of 1951, most of the Strategic Alr Command’
fighter-escort wings were reassigned to the Tactical Air Command.!6

During fiscal year 1951 the Joint Chiefs of Staff were no longer himited by a
dollar budgetary ceiling given to them in advance. Instead, as Finletter pointed out,
"as the Air Force went from 48 wings to 95, the number of Army divisions and of
Navy warships went up apace. The Division-by-Services method continued to
rule." %7 In June 1950 the Army possessed 10 divisions, but during fiscal year 1951
it was authorized to expand to 18 divisions and separate combat elements
equivalent to six additional divisions. The augmentation of the Army reflected war
requirements in Korea, but on 9 September 1950 President Truman announced
that the Army would send four divisions to Europe to bolster the two divisions that
were already assigned to the North Atlantic Treaty Orga.nizatlon.168 In fiscal year
1951 the Navy increased its operating force of large carriers from seven to 12 and
its force of light and escort carriers from eight to 15, This immediate increase
returned reserve fleet units to active service. But, recognizing that converted World
‘War II carriers could not well accommodate the heavier aircraft that the Navy was
developing, Congress authorized the construction of a 57,000-ton aircraft carrier
that would serve as a prototype for future development, The Marine Corgps also
increased to a strength of two and one-third divisions and two air wings.
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Added Requirements for Air Power

In discussing the Department of Defense buildup, Secretary Finletter was
convinced that "the time is past when we can any longer go on with the idea that if
one service gets something the other services must get, roughly speaking, a like
amount.*"° The Air Force accepted the 95-wing program only because it included
abroadening of the nation’s industrial base to support a future all-out mobilization.
"We believe," Finletter explained, "that we cannot afford nowto build up a standing
military establishment which will be able to fight the war through. We believe that
any such military establishment would run into fantastic sums of money which
would be a drain on the economy which the country should not be asked tobear.” "1
Although Finletter and Vandenberg believed that the Air Forces strength should
be increased to something on the order of 138 to 140 wings, they agreed to accept
a force objective of 95 wings during fiscal year 1952. The national defense budget
submitted to Congress early in 1951 called for an expenditure of $20.8 billion for
the Army, $15.1 billion for the Navy, and $19.8 billion for the Air Force, plus
additional amounts for military construction.1”? While Finletter and Vandenberg .
were willing to agree with administration policy, they were subjected to heavy
pressure from forces outside the Air Force to come out in favor of large increases
in air capabilities.

Alarmed by President Truman’s intention of committing six US divisions to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and favoring a buildup of the Air Force for
the defense of Europe rather than the employment of ground forces, Sen Kenneth
S. Wherry introduced a resolution calling upon the Senate’s Armed Services and
Foreign Relations Committees to report whether the Senate ought to adopt a
policy on the movement of ground troops to Europe, Joint hearings conducted by
two commiittees during February 1951 turned into an examination of the nation’s
strategy and particularly the contributions that sir power could make to the defense
of NATO. In common with the other members of the Joint Chiefs, Vandenberg
supported the administration’s plan to augment the NATO surface forces. "H we
do have a strong strategic air arm," he explained,

we would be able to knock out the industrial potentsal of an enemy country. The effect
of that would take some time. In other words, down on the front lines, where there have .
beenstockpiles of ammumnition, food, gasohne, transportation, in the short distance that

we are viewing in Western Europe I am of the opimion that without a delaymg force at

would be possible [for the Soviet forces] to move to the coast mspite of the fact that we

did or were able to knock out [therr] industrial potential . . The greatest effect, m my

optuon, from that strategic effort would bef we hzd a force 1n place that was adequate

to msure that they used up their stockpile of f%ulpmant and held them so that Western

Burope could be saved from being overrun, 7

In an interview in January 1951, de Seversky favored giving all possible
assistance to European nations to permit them to rearm, but he wished to ensure
that European rearmament wonld be orderly. "Russia will not sit passively by and
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tolerate our building a European army that eventually will be able to challenge it,"
he said. He noted further that

Russta will nip that undertaking 1n the bud, unless we find means of detesring Russta
while the reconstruction of European strength 15 gomng on Only Ameztcan long-range
ary pawer which has the vitality to denude Russia of 1ts smews of war, operating directly
from the United States and partially from Great Bnfan, from bases maccessible to
Russtan armites, can deter Russia from interfering with the rearmament of Europe ...
Qur present Strategic Aur Foree 15 well concerved, well manned and well led, butit 1s
only a token force The Strategic Air Foree will not be able to destroy the Russran

mdustrial complex until 1t destroys the Russian Aar Foree and wins command of the

arr 174

Writing in April, General Spaatz called upon the United States to provide the
minimum divisions required to give Western Europe the courage to build up its
strength; but he decried the acceptance of the "wall of the flesh strategy,” which he
said was "the prevailing philosophy in Washington today." Spaatz stated that the
Soviet Union had built up a 10-to-1 superiorityin jet fighters over the United States.
"While we pursne the wall of flesh philosophy," he said, "we are losing the first and
cruclial battle in any possible war with Russia—the battle for command of the
air.ll

Many Republican senators opposed the commitment of American ground
forcestothe defense of Europe. However, on3 April 1951 Sen Henry Cabot Lodge,
Jr., led abipartisan effort that defeated ajoint resolution that would have forbidden
Truman from sending more than four divisions to Europe. Another resofution
calling upon Truman to send no ground troops until the Joint Chiefs certified that
"sufficient air strength will be available to control the air over western Europe to
the degree necessary to assure the safety and effectiveness of US ground troops”
was also defeated. On 4 April the Senate passed a resolution approving the
commitment of the four additional divisions to Europe, but only if the Joint Chiefs
of Staff certified that this was an essential step in strengthening the security of the
United States.1”® Writing to Lodge on 6 April, Prof W. Barton Leach agreed that
the additional divisions ought to be sent to Europe; however, he asked Lodge to
consider that the placing of so many troops and their dependents in "a
fight-to-the-death combat zone" would be "a very serigus matter unless a
counterpoise to Soviet air power in this area is prnvided."177 In a speech in the
Senate on 30 April, which he credited Leach with inspiring, Senator Lodge called
attention to the fact that published reports set the strength of the Soviet tactical
air force at between 16,000 and 20,000 planes, of which some 9,000 were available
for an attack in Western Europe. Based on his appraisal that air defense and
strategic air forces ought to be increased in size and that the NATQ air forces ought
to have a two-to-one numerical superiority over Soviet tactical air forces, Lodge
stated his conviction that the United States Air Force ought, as soon as possible,
to be increased from 95 to a minimum of 150 groups. "Some say," Lodge remarked,
"that to be certain of our superiority and not leave our destiny to the fortunes of
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battle, we should have 175 groups. Certainly 130 groups will get us started off the
present dead center of disastrous military inadequacy.” 78

According to Leach, Finletter and Vandenberg were embarrassed to learn of
his correspondence with Senator Lodge. Finletter had taken a strong position
within the Air Force against end runs to Congtess, and both he and Vandenberg
felt that they should not communicate with Lodge unless he requested it.
According to Leach, they also feared that a buildup of tactical air power in Europe
might result in a reduction of the proper emphasis on the Strategic Air Command,
They doubted that production would be adcquate. to sustain the larger Air Force,
and they feared that the cost of building tactical an’ bases in Europe would require
an excessive cxpansion of Air Force infrastructure. Appeanngbefore the Senate
Subcommitiee on Military Appropriations on 13 July, Senator Lodge made an
extensive statement favoring an Air Force of 150 combat wings, At this time
Finletter agreed that the proper way to allocate defense funds was to identify the
tasks to be performed and make recommendations to carry them out. Both
Finletter and Vandenberg pointed out the limited capabilities of a 95-wing Air .
Force, but Finletter proposed that any action to expand further than this onght to
await a Department of Defense review, which would take place in the autumn,
Other than for answering specific questions, neither Air Force official committed
himself to Lodge’s proposals. However, Finletter remarked: "The existing power
of the Russians is such that it would probably be impossible to hold them if it were
not for one factor, and that is at the moment the United States has a great
superiority in atomic weapons and in the ability to deliver them." And Vandenberg
noted that "within the limits of the money given to us we should endeavor to free
the Air Force as much as possible from the requirement for overseas bases in the
hands of other powers." Vandenberg also explained his rule for measuring the
proper size of the Air Force:

There is onlyone valid measure of the adeguacy of cur own strength m the air, and that

isthe amr strength of a potential enemy. If he decreasss his awr strength-in-readiness, our

requirements may be reduced. But as he mnereasas his ready air forces outs must be
correspondinglyincreased if we are to guard agamst the swiftest kind of military disaster

‘Whatever our plan or policy we have no choice but to mamtaim superonty m the asm. .

Taking his case for expanded air power to the American people, Senator Lodge
published an article entitled "Let’s Face It—We'’re in a Jam" in the Saturday
Evening Post on 28 July 1951.18

The "great debate" over the dispatch of American ground divisions to Europe
produced many reasons for the expansion of American air power, but both the
Truman administration and Congress remained committed to the balanced forces
included in the original fiscal year 1952 budget. When the appropriations for fiscal
year were totaled, Congress appropriated $39.4 billion of the $60.7 billion
requested and subsequently promded another $1 billion to meet additional costs
arising from combat operations in Korea,*®? Granted a total obligational authority
of $21.6 billion, the Army increased its force level from 18 to 20 combat divisions.
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With $15.6 billion in new obligational authority, the Navy continued the
construction of its large aircraft carrier, which was now named the USS Forrestal,
and began its sister ship, which Secretary of the Navy Dan. A. Kimball indicated
wouldbe the second of the fleet of 12 modern carriers that the Navy would require.
In August 1951 the Navy awarded a contract for the construction of a prototype
nuclear submarine to be named the Nautilus. The Marine Corps organized and
started training the Third Marine Division and the Third Marine Aircraft Wing, 183
With $22.2 billion in new obligational authority for fiscal year 1952, the Air Force
completed the activation of its 95 wings in June 1952 and placed orders for 6,944
aircraft during the year. Most of these planes were already familiar types. But for
the first time in several years the Air Force instituted procurement of new types of
improved aircraft, including three B-52As and 17 RB-52Bs; the latter could serve
as intercontinental jet bombers when their reconnaissance pods were replaced
with bomb racks. In response to the Tactical Air Command’s requirements for a
night intruder and night tactical reconnaissance aircraft to replace obsolete B-26
types, the Air Force issued purchase orders for 110 B-57s and 67 RB-57s, these
planes to be an American version of the British Canberra jet. Designed toreplace
RB-45 aircraft, the Air Force ordered a test quantity of five RB-66A jet aircraft
from Douglas, The principal jet fighters on order were F-84s, F-86s, F-89s, and
F-94s, but the Air Force issued an order for two YF-100As and a production
quantity of 23 F-100s — these aircraft being improved F-86s, which would be known
as the Super Sabre. Marking realization of the decision made in 1950 to abandon
the use of powerless gliders in future airborne operations, the Air Force ordered
244 C-123s, which would be used as assault transPorts and would be capable of
landings and takeoffs from short and rough strips. 84

Air Objectives Expand fo 143 Wings

During his tenure of office, Secretary Marshall had sought to meet immediate
military requirements and to broaden the nation’s mobilization base. When Robert
A. Lovett became secretary of defense, he called upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
make decisions as to the force levels beginning in fiscal year 1953 that the United
States would require for the next several years. "We must try to do first things first,"
stated Lovett, "and not everything at once."® When they sarveyed national
requirements and capabilities during October 1951, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
evidently were impressed by the growth of Soviet air capabilities as compared with
those of the United States. The notion that the United States could easily and
cheaply achieve qualitative superiority over a technicallyinept enemy was dispelled
by the appearance and performance of MiG-15 aircraft in the air over Korea.
Vandenberg pointed out that the Soviet Union had engaged in a forced-draft
development and expansion of its air power, with the result that the Red air force
not only was quantitatively larger than the US Air Force but also converting to
modern jet equipment more rapidly.187 Speaking "not in prophecy but from facts,"
General Twining stated that the commander of the Soviet long-range air force had
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several hundred Tu-4s at his disposal and that a new Soviet bomber of original
design had been observed over Moscow in 1951. According to best estimates, the
Soviet atomic stockpile would soon reach a Ievel that could critically cripple the
war-making capabilities of the United States, In 1950-51 the Soviets also rapidly
expanded the radar-intercept and antiaircraft artillery defenses of their homeland.
In addition to these augmentations, the Sovicts increased the strength of their
already powerful tactical air armies. As a result of a prodigious postwar effort plos
aircraft remaining from World War II, the Soviet Union had about 20,000 aircraft
in organized air units and an equal number in various forms of reserve.’® Unless
the size of the US Air Force and its rate of development were increased,
Vandenberg predicted that the narrowing margin of air superiority it held "will
shrink to nothing in another 6 years, and control of the air, with all that it implies,
will then be within the grasp of the Soviet Union."%

After what General Bradley described as "a very long study,” the Joint Chiefs of
Staff concluded that the Air Force was "assuming more than its share of the ‘
calculated risk" and apreed that the United States must increase its combat air
power.'® More specifically, the Joint Chiefs recommended that the Air Force
should maintain a force level at which, in the event of a general war, it could
accomplish the following essential D-day tasks: (1) defend, by both offensive and
defensive air operations, critical areas in the western hemisphere, with particular
emphasis on defense against atomic air attack; (2) conduct a strategic air offensive
designed to destroy the vital elements of the enemy’s war-making capacity; (3)
assist in the defense of the NATQ area and critical areas in the Far East, including
the maintenance and defense of essential base areas and lines of communication;
and (4) provide such aid to the nation’s allies as would be essential to the execution
of their responsibilitics, The Joint Chiefs recognized that the missions of air
defense and strategic air warfare were essential D-day tasks, Vandenberg stated
the corollary rule

that the No. 1 prionity task of the Strategie Axr Command, in event of war, 1s to attack

the enemy’s atonuc delivery capability at the outset of hostilities. We place such high

prionity on this task because we know that our continental air defense system, however

good, could notstopall the bombers that might be sent agamnst us, Hence our long-range ‘
atomic counterattack agamnst enemy air forces must of necessity provide the prineipal

means of our air defense of American cihies and centers of production.

"In spite of the fact that air power alone can never be decisive in total war,” said
General Bradley, "the air battle must be won if a war is to be won."*? Reflecting
the importance of air power and the principle of putting first things first, the Joint
Chiefs unanimously recommended that the Army be stabilized at a force level of
20 divisions and the Navy af 409 major combat ships with three Marine divisions
and three Matine air wings and that the Air Force be expanded to 143 wings,
including 126 combat and 17 troop carrier wings. Although 1954 had previously
been mentioned as the year of maximum danger, the Joint Chiefs now officially
accepted that date as being the threshold year in which the Soviet Union would
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attain the capability to inflict critical and possibly fatal damage to the war-making
capabilities of the United States. They also ezpected that the buildup of North
Atlantic defenses after 1954 would be such that the Kremlin’s chances of
overrunning Europe would begin to decrease, The Joint Chiefs did not assume that
awar would beginin 1954, but they believed that the year would be avery dangerous
period. Based on projection of America’s industrial capabilities, the Joint Chiefs
stated that the increase of the Air Force to 143 wings could be accomplished by 1
July 1954 and, from a military point of view, recommended that the 143-wing
program ought to be accomplished by that date.’® The Joint Chuefs submitted
these recommendations to Secretary Lovett in Qctober 1951, After the
recommendations had been studied by an ad hoc committee chaired by Prof James
R. Killian of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Lovett approved them and
successfully defended the program before the National Security Council. President
Truman approved the military buildup at a meeting in the White House on 28
December 1951, but he directed Lovett to stretch out the program in order that
the armed forces budge% including military assistance for fiscal year 1953, would
be less than $60 billion,1**

Since the Air Force had stated requirements for an expansion to 155 wings (138
combat and 17 troop carrier), the acceptance by the Joint Chiefs of only 143 wings
committed the Air Force fo a program that Finletter described as having no fat in
it. Except for "a very small number of wings" to be left in the Far East at the end of
the Korean War, Finletter stated that the 143-wing program contained "no wings
capable of ﬁghﬁng anywhere else outside of the air defense of the United States,
the strateglc a1r operations against any aggressor, and the tactical air operations
in Europe 5 As established, the 143-wing objective placed emphasis upon the
strategic air force and the air defense force, which Vandenberg stressed as being
"complementary parts of the air weapon system and .. . each. . . essential to the
air defense of the United States.”" The Strategic Air Command’s share of the
143-wing strength included seven heavy bombardment, 30 medium bombardment,
10 strategic fighter, four heavy strategic reconnaissance, and six medium strategic
reconnaissance wings. Representing a substantial increase, 29 fighter-interceptor
wings were programmed, most of them to be assigned to the Air Defense
Command. Designed "to operate where the Army operates," the tactical air units
of the 143-wing program were computed in terms of training requirements in the
United States, a heavy commitment to the NATO area, and a minimal
establishment in the Far East, Tactical air units would include twotactical bomber,
five light bombardment, six day fighter, 22 fighter-bomber, five tactical
reconnaissance, four heavy troop carrier, and 13 medium troop carrier wings.

Secretary Finletter hailed the 143-wing authorization as "a decision of great
moment” that broke the division-by-services defense funds allocation pattern, but
Truman’s decision to hold military spending below $60 billion dela 9f)'ed the earliest
date of readiness of the modernized Air Force to 30 June 1955.2%7 Even with the
delay of the readiness date, the 143-wing program could be achieved only by the
most stringent manning standards and economies of allocation of first-line aireraft,
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including the climination of any combat reserve, the cancellation of a planned
modernization of the 11 Air National Guard wings, and the e%m pping of no more
than half of the Air Reserve wings with first-line aircraft.” The decision to
eliminate the hoary old requirements for a combat reserve of aircraft and aircrews
was not made lightly. "We are doing it," Finletter explained, "because we are trying
to concentrate the dollar on the striking power on D-day. It is an enormous saving,.

. It is possible that we have made a mistake, but I do not think so. I think the
mportant thing is to concentrate on striking power on D—day, even though the
forces may be attrited downward sharply thereafter *19 General Twining noted
that the deficiency in war reserves would be felt in five ways.

Furst, our capacity to continue long-zange atonue attack would be sharply reduced after
the crucial imitial phase. . . . Second, our capacity to make good the attnition of our air
units :n Burope would remam slight for some tima after the ontset of hostilites Third,
our capacity to make good the attrnfion among Allied air vpits using American
equipment would be extremely limited . . . Fourth, our eapacity to augment out air .

strength in the Far East in the event of a peneral war would be severely inited. Fifth,
. 200

m the light of these realities the force contemplated. . . 1s down to the "bare bones "
In view of the prominence accorded to the Air Force in the defense budget for
fiscal year 1953, Air Force leaders fully presented their concepts of air power to
Congress early in 1952, Finletter related air power to deterrence, "What we are
trying to do," he said, “is to create and maintain a military force sufficiently
strong—with relationship to a possible enemy’s capability — to be able to persnade
him not to attack us —and then back off this protective shield of strength to work
to achieve peace. Nothing must be held back in terms of money or national effort
which would prevent us doing the very best we possibly can to prevent the
happening of such a catastrophe.”?"! Tn view of the wide interest in the subject,
Vandenberg again explained the meaning of air superiority. "The most inefficient
way to operate one’s air force against another force," he said, "is to try to destroy
itin the air. ... The main defense of the United States lies in the strategic air arm’s
ability to destroy the bases. That is the only efficient way to knock a possible air )
force out of the air and get air superiority. In the meantime, however, you must .
utilize also as much as possible planes to cause them attrition in their attack; to
blunt their attack against us." Referring to the sitvation over North Korea, where
neither side had destroyed the other’s air bases, Vandenberg showed that local air
superiority fluctuated between the Communists and the United Nations air forces
according to which side put forward the most effort at a particular time, Under
these circumstances, Vandenberg continued: "Air superiority is a fleeting
thing . . . until either the factories that produce the aircraft or the oil and/or the
airfields and the a:rplancs are eliminated. Anyone with a small force can get local
air superiority at times."”®2 Later on General Bradley was asked to comment on
Vandenberg’s explanation of air superiority. "In my opinion," Bradley said, "air
superiority should be talked about only in relation to certain areas. You gain it over
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| one area, and lose it over another one. Apparently, he was talking about over-all
superiority of aircraft."203

Despite a very thorough presentation of national defense requirements, the
Department of Defense had trouble getting the total amount of the fiscal year 1953
budget approved by Congress. As recommended by its Committee on
Appropriations, the House made a $4.2 billion cut in requested appropriations,
including a $1.6-billion cut in funds requested for the Air Force, "Some way must
be found,” stated the House committee, "to shock the people in the Department of
Defense from top to bottom into the full realization that the Congress and the
American people will not tolerate flagrant waste in money and manpower." Strong
arguments offered by Finletter, Vandenberg, and Bradley resulted in the Senate
Committee on Appropriations and subsequently the Senate restoring most of the
requested Air Force funds. Approved during July 1952, the Department of
Defense Appropriation Act for 1953 and the Supplemental Appropriation Act of

. Defense for 1953 coveting military construction made $46.9 billion of new
obligational authority available for the Department of Defense, including $13.2
billion for the Army, $12.6 billion for the Navy, and $20.6 billion for the Air
Force.

Under the ground rules adopted within the Department of Defense, the Army
and Navy maintained their existing force levels but continued force modernization
during the year following 1 July 1952. For the Navy this force modernization
included the continued construction of the second large aircraft carrier (the
Saratoga) and the start of a second nuclear submarine.”® After attaining its
95-wing strength in June 1952, the Air Force began to build toward the 143-wing
objective. The controlling factors in the Air Force’s augmentation were the
availability of personnel, equipment, and facilities, especially in overseas areas
where airfield construction did not go as rapidly as anticipated. At the end of fiscal
year 1953, the Air Force possessed 106 activated wings and an authorized total
strength 0£1,019,000.2% In placing orders for aircraft procurement from fiscal year
1953 funds, the Air Force was affected increasingly by growing inflation —which
accounted for an increase in dollar costs of 15 to 20 percent over 1950 levels— and

. by the high cost of complex modern aircraft.2%7 Upon meeting its requirement for
large conventional strategic bombers, the Air Force ordered no additional B-36s,
but placed 500 B-47Es, 65 RB-47s, and 43 RB-52Bs on order for the Strategic Air
Command. The RB-52Bs ordered with fiscal 1952 and 1953 funds would later be
redesignated as ZB-52Bs. The Air Force ordered 26 B-66Bs, 73 RB-66Bs, 191
B-57Bs, and 80 RF-84Fs for service in tactical air units. It also issued orders for
2,510 jet fighters, 262 KC-97G tankers, 418 cargo aircraft, 1,158 trainers, 193
helicopters, and 20 liaison aircraft. 2%

Tactical Air and Air Defense Studies

Following the beginning of hostilities in Korea, Secretary Finletter and other
Air Force leaders continued to give first priority to the development of the
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Strategic Air Command; even though military appropriations were much larger,
Finletter ruefully remarked that with the public and within the Department of
Defense "the fashion moved away from strategic air in favor of tactical air and air
defense2 Given the fact of life that total Air Force appropnatlons would
continue to be a finite quantity calculated in texms of the economic product of the
United States, the subtle downgrading of the Strategic Air Command was evident
both in the proportional force composition of the 143-wing program and in the
elaborate interest in tactical air and air defense that was manifest in studies
conducted within the Department of Defense during 1951-53,

Following the same research pattern that was being used to study national air
defense requirements, the secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force early in
1951 asked the California Institute of Technology to study some of the problems
of ground and tactical air warfare, especially as they would relate to the defense
of Western Europe, and to report suggestions as to how the military establishment
might improve its weapons, techniques, and tactics. To accomplish this study, ’
called Project Vista, California Institute’s president Dr Lee A, DuBridge, who
served as chairman of the project, and William A, Fowler, who acted as the
project’s scientific director, built a scientific and technical staff of 113 members,
of whom 39 were from the institute’s faculty. Several retired military officers,
including Generals Wedemeyer and Quesada, participated in the nine-month
study before it was completed and forwarded to the secretaries of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force on 4 February 19522

According to the Vista report, "any battle of Western Europe will ultimately be
won or lost on the ground." Believing that it would be possible to defend Western
Europe successfully prior to 1954, Vista recommended an angmentation of Army
capabilities there and the adoption of ground tactics to force attacking enemy
forces into concentrations that wonld make attractive targets for massive air strikes
with atomic or conventional explosives. Despite this emphasis on the ground
mission, Vista recognized that "the successful defense of Western Europe may
hinge mainly on the extent to which United States and Allied tactical air power is
effectively employed." Taking consideration of the increasing size of the American
atomic stockpile, Vista recommended a substantial increase in tactical nuclear '
weapons and the building of NATO tactical air units to a strength of approximately
10,000 aircraft, to include 1,500 air-superiority fighters, 3,500 all-weather
interceptors, 3,000 fighter-bombers, 1,500 attack aircraft, and 500 tactical
bombers. Vista also recommended that the United States Army ought to have two
airborne units of corps strength by 1954 —one to be stationed in the United States
and the other in Europe—and that 400 C-124 and 850 C-123 transport aircraft
should be procured to transport and support this airborne force.

In its description of the air power mission in Europe, Vista contemplated that
the battle for air superiority would be of "overwhelming importance" during the
period immediately following the outbreak of war — a period which might “last only
a few days and will probably not exceed a few months." In a special study on air
superiority included in the Vistareport, Albert C. Reed advanced the proposition:
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"Air superiority has two parts, freedom and denial, both of which must be
accomplished. . . . It is important to note that we are not attempting to deny the
USSR the use of the air; but rather, we are trying to prevent the damage that their
operations might do to our war effort. In tura, we are not asking for freedom to fly,
but rather for freedom toinflict damage upon the USSR." Reed proposed that the
criteria for air superiority were the principles of concentration, surprise, and
versatility; he argued that air superiority could not be attained by a concentration
of tactical atomic aircraft against Soviet airfields at the outset of hostilities. He
further proposed that antiaircraft artillery would be useful chiefly for defense of
point objectives, that air-to-air fighting did not promise to be very effective, that
NATO air and ground forces should emphasize passive air defense measures, and
that bomber aircraft should depend upon high-speed and low-altitude attacks,
weather, darkness, and countermeasures rather than fighter escort and defensive
armament as protection against hostile interceptors. He noted that during World

. War IT when strong fighter escort was employed, the 8-percent loss rate that US
daylight strategic bomber forces otherwise sustained was cut roughly in half,
However, he argued that some part of this reduction in losses was attributable to
the heavy air attacks mounted against German airfields prior to Normandy and to
a shift of sizable numbers of German day fighters to the Russian and Normandy
fronts. "There is strong reason to believe," he said, "that the escort fighters might
have bglezn much more effective as fighter-bombers used against German fighter
bases."

Based largely on the analysis of air superiority requirements, Vista
recommended that the United States should assume responsibility for developing
a NATO tactical air force—including a tactical atomic air force—and that Great
Britain should assume responsibility for the operation of a NATO air defense
force, the latter to operate in the zone beginning 150 miles behind the front lines.
Vista proposed to tecognize air transport and air reconnaissance as missions of
essentially equal importance for planning purposes to the classical tactical air
power missions of air superiority, interdiction, and close air support, In the initial
stage of war, the tactical air force would be concentrated against Soviet air

. facilities, with secondary importance to be given to attacks against enemy forward
supply depots, petroleum-oil-and-lubricant dumps, and high command
headquarters. After the air battle had reached a conclusion, Army support
operations and interdiction would be of major importance. Since the close
integration of air and ground weapon systems would be important, Vista
recommended major changes in air-ground doctrine. Although it recommended
that the joint operations center at the tactical air force-field army level be retained
as an allocating agency, Vista proposed that detailed control functions should be
exercised by tactical air direction centers at the corps levels. The project report
also proposed that, at a time directed by the supreme commander, approximately
one squadron from the tactical atomic air force should be allocated to the mission
control of each field army commander to accomplisk ground support atomic
delivery and reconnaissance missions. This mission control authoritywas to include
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detailed target selection, attack timing, and "go" and "no-go" commands. Although
the major contention of the report was that a sufficient tactical air force should be
built to accomplish basic theater air missions, Vista recommended that the
Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) should be authorized to
coordmate Strategic Air Command and naval air operatmns in the NATO
theater.*1> "We believe,” Vista concluded, "that the United States, in collaboration
with its allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, can prevent the military
conquest of Western Europe by the Soviet Union—and can do this in 1952 if
necessary —if we try."w‘

According to an understanding between the Air Force and the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, the university had conducted an initial study, Project
Charles, of the nation’s air defense requirements, which were to be further
explored at a new electronics laboratory. The Air Force put up the money for the
building of physical facilities near Bedford, Massachusetts; the Army, Navy, and
Air Force jointly agreed on a charter for the laboratory, designated as Lincoln .
Laboratory; and the university was to be responsible for the day-to-day supervision
of the laboratory. Much of the work of Lincoln Laboratory lay in the development
of electronic equipment and techniques; but, in the summer of 1952, the
laboratory’s steering committee invited a study panel, called the Summer Study
Group, to take a look at air defense problems that might be encountered in the
period 1960-70. The Summer Study Group included a number of scientists who
had been on the staff of Project Vista. In its report, which was presented
simultaneously to the National Security Resources Board and the Department of
Defense in late August 1952, the Summer Study Group foresaw no effective
defense against intercontinental missiles. However, it believed that the
establishment of an air defense "of a kind and scale not hitherto required" could
resultin the interception and destruction of 85 to 95 percent of such hostile aircraft
as might attempt to attack the United States. Such a defense required three to six
hours of early warning of approaching jet aircraft, and the Summer Study Group
called for the establishment of a northward defense in depth. Included would be
a distant early warning line—or DEW line —of radars to be sited as far north as
the 75th parallel. Behind this line would be the double perimeter warning and ‘
control network that already was being established. At first the Summer Study
Group estimated that the DEW line would cost $370 million plus $106 million in
annval maintenance costs, but it later placed a $20-billion price on a total project
that would include computerized air direction centers. The group recommended
an aIl-out program to make the expanded air defenses operational by the end of
19542 During the summer of 1952, there was evidently some interchange of
concepts between the Summer Study Group and the concurrently active Project
East River, a civil-defense oriented study jointly sponsored by the National
Security Resources Board and the Air Force. This latter study project was
administered by Associated Universities, Incorporated, and was headed by Lleyd
V. Berkner, a naval reserve captain who had been a member of the wartime
Research and Development Board. Issued on 1 October 1952, the Project East
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River report concluded that the critical factor in civil defense would be to get
enough advanced warning of an enemy air attack to permit civilian evacuation
measures. Specifically, an hour or more of early warning was required if a civil
defense program was to be effective. 2!

The net effect of projects Vista and East River and of the Summer Study Group
was to focus a substantial amount of attention npon the national defense strategy
and inferentially upon the role to be played by the Strategic Air Command. The
reports challenged the Strategic Air Command indirectly. "We raise the question
whether," stated Vista,

if the Unted States prepares to counter Soviet aggression selely through the use of
strategic arr power, we willnot be weakening rather than strengthening the political and
psychological positions of the free nations The Western European nations surely fear
that a strategic arr attack on the USSR would result 1n a retaliatory attack on their
cities—and would at the same time not stop the march of Soviet armues before they
overran all of Burope .. On the other hand, if we plan also to use our air power
(encluding strategic, tactical and naval units) to destroy the march of Russtan armmes,
we canwin the confidence of the NATO nations, shmulate their eooperative efforts on
the political and econarme fronts, mcrease their strength and thus discourage a Soviet
attack

Neither the Summer Study Group nor Project East River had any occasion to be
concerned with the Strategic Air Command, but Berkner was critical of the
strategic striking force. "The crux of our present danger," he stated,

18 . our complete dependence upon the "Strategic Stnlang Force" as the prinerpal
element mn our defense This Magimot-Line type of thinking can be out-maneuvered by
an mtelhgeat enemy by any one of a number of ways Opposed to the Maginot-Line
conceptof "putting all our eggs in one basket," is the balanced and flexable force Because
a balanced foree cannot be aclieved at tolerable cost through conventional means, we
have 1gnored both the vital need for such a foree and the possibility of achieving 1t
through new and unconventional measures.

The Department of Defense and the Air Force already had implemented many
of the concepts contained in the Vista report several months before it was
completed, but the report did require action by the Defense Department. Many
of the ideas presented in Vista continued to show up from time to time, The
findings of the Summer Study Group, on the other hand, received immediate and
intensive attention at the highest levels. On 24 September 1952 chairman Jack
Gotrie of the National Security Resources Board recommended that the National
Security Council accept the requirement for the DEW line. Rather than acting
immediately as Gorrie desired, the National Security Council remanded the
problem to the Department of Defense and the Air Force for study, Asked for its
opinion on the DEW line, the Rand Corporation pointed out that the a#r defense
system visualized by the Summer Study Group probably would cost far more than
$20 billion and that the costs of air defense would have to come out of some other
part of the Air Force, The Air Staff did not oppose establishing the DEW line but
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questioned the cost estimates for it, and invited attention to the fact that the radar
equipment which would be needed was not far enough developed to warrant a
crash construction program, With the approval of the Department of Defense, the
Air Force allocated $20 million to accelerate research and development of early
warning radar equipment suited for employment in an arctic ¢nvironment, Lovett
and Finletter opposed Gorrie’s repeated demands for a policy statement
anthorizing the DEW line, In view of the continuing disagreement, Lovett
appointed a Citizens Advisory Commitfee early in December, He asked the
committee, which was headed by Dr Mervin J. Kelly, president of the Bell
Telephone Laboratories, to make an independent evaluation of the possibilities of
an improved warning system, the relationship of the warning system to other major
continental defense measures, and the overall policies and programs needed to
achieve a more effective defense of North America against airborne attacks.
Without awaiting the additional study, President Truman acéepted the National
Security Resources Board recommendations on 31 December 1952 and ruled that
a continental defense system capable of withstanding any eventuality should be
ready for service by the end of 1955. Following this declaration of presidential
policy, Lovett informed all concerned in the Department of Defense that the early
warning line would be built.

After taking office on 20 January 1953, the new administration of President
Dwight D. Eisenhower wished to make a full evaluation of air defense
requirements. It accordingly authorized the continuation of the Kelly study and
named two other study committees, one under retired Lt Gen Harold Bull and
another headed by Lt Gen Idwal Edwards, Air Force deputy chief of staff for
operations, While these high-level studies were progressing, Air Force thinkers
gave close attention to the theoretical aspects of air defense, The chief question
troubling the Air Force was attaining a proper relationship of money allocations
between offense and defense within the resources envelope available to the Air
Force. Gen Benjamin W, Chidlaw, commander of the Air Defense Command,
asserted that "true air defense is not . . . confined solely to the erection of a
fortress-type weapons system around a critical area. . . . The tremendous
countering power represented by our strategic air arm. is . . . a most powerful
element of our national defensive structure and warrants continuing high priority
consideration.” Based on this assessment, Chidlaw reasoned:

Atomic and hydrogen bombs plus a means of delwvering them to a target add up toan
overriding need for insuring national survival as to the first step 1n any nation’s military
strategy.. .. Thisbeingso, itseemsto me that the numberone task —chronologically — of
each service 15 to make certain that after the imtial attack there remamns the means and
the rcason to accomphsh its assigned mussions. . . . 'We must, with accuracy and
tungliness, make a true estumate of the threat facing vs, then build sufficie%t defense to
insure that our counter offensive can be launched with crushing :mpact 2
Speaking from retirement about his old air defense speciality, General Saville

cautioned that a proper defense of the nation required a system designed to ensure
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the detection, identification, interception, and destruction of attacking air vehicles
well before they reached a bomb-release line. *We dare not," Saville said,
"concentrate our air defense on merely warning the population to take shelter to
save their lives from direct attack." As he had done before, Saville continuved to
emphasize that air defense was, inthe langnage of the poker player, "an ante-raising
operation.” "Only a fool would run into a hornet’s nest of opposition,” he went on
to say, "with aircraft too slow or so poorly armed that they would be shot down
before they reached their objective. . . . So the first and greatest dividend of air
defense is its ability to keep a war from starting by making an attack a difficult and
unattractive venture."4. Unlike other Air Force thinkers who assumed that there
was a diminishing utility in expenditures for air defense, Maj Gen Frederic H.
Smith, now the Air Defense Command’s vice commander, asserted; "There
appears to be no leveling off of the curve of cost versus capability which would
require the expenditure of enormous sums of money for a small increase in kill.
The curve seems to be a relatively straight line, with air defense capability
increasing proportionately as additional moneyis used," As an absolute minimum,
Smith urged that sufficient funds should be allocated to provide "that defense
necessary to ensure survival of our retaliatory air arm, our industrial potential, and
our people’s will to fight, . , . It will be fatal if we rationalize ourselves out of
providing a defense which will assure survival of our offensive forces and the
nation’s will to ﬁghlt."222

After five months of study in close association with Army, Navy, Air Force, and
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group representatives, Doctor Kelly’s Citizens
Advisory Committee completed its report in May 1953 and proposed an orderly
development of an integrated air defense system for the North American continent,
The report emphasized that the principal element of the air defense of the United
States, both as a deterrent to war and as a counter to Soviet long-range air power,
was the Air Force strategic air arm. It held that an air defense system could best
be created by steady technological development supported by a stable and
sustained research and development program. It warned that the technical
resources for a near perfect air defense were not yet at hand. "So far as can now
be foreseen," the Kelly committee reported, "any such level of protection is
unattainable and in any case is completely impractical, economically and
technically." Even though no system could provide a complete air defense that
would destroy all attacking aircraft, the committee found an urgent need for a
system "much better than that which is assured under present programs." It
specifically recommended that a distant early warning line should be built, Early
warning of the approach of hostile aircraft was declared to be the *first essential
of an effective active air defense and of a civil defense capable of avoiding a large
loss of life." The estimated cost for the full implementation of the Kelly report
recommendations ranged from $20 to $25 billion over six years. As a result of the
Kelly committee’s recommendations, the DEW line would be built, but not as a
crash project. The electronic fence would be sited along the 70th parallel, not as
far north as recommended by the Summer Group.??
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Secretary Finlefter’s Assessments

Spurred onbythe Soviet atomic explosion and thelocal war inXorea, the United
States made progressinrebuilding a worldwide air force. But as Secretary Finletter
went out of office in January 1953, he was uncertain whether the United States
would face up to defense requirements that would exist in about 1955, when the
Soviets would possess an "absolute air atomic capability." To counter this threat,
he urged that "the first and cardinal job of military planning must be to create a
strategic air arm capable of accepting a sneak and devastating attack by assault
and sabotage and to have enough left over to go back and utterly devastate Russia."
When be spoke of the strategic air arm, Finletter had in mind both the Strategic
Air Command and the atomic air units of the Tactical Air Command. Following
this concept, he would soon advocate the consolidation of the whole atomic air
potential under a single command that he proposed to call the strategic-tactical
air command (STAC). In place of the old counter-industry concept for strategic
air power, he urged acceptance of a front-to-rear attack concept that would make .
all enemy targets —from the front lines through communications and supply lines,
airfields, and storage back to the sources of production and government
direction—the objective of atomic air strikes. In November 1953 Finletter
tentatively suggested that Navy atomic aircraft might be included in the nation’s
strategic air arm. Butby August 1954 he had decided that "the whole tesponsibility
for the Atomic-Air mission should be placed on the Air Force’s STAC." He
reasoned that aircraft carriers would be an increasingly vulnerable and expensive
weapon system in a time of plentiful hydrogen bombs, Finletter also opposed the
assignment of any "super priority" to air defense, and, becauss it lacked "powerful
deterrent value,” he recommended that air defense be put in a second priority
immediately after the strategic-tactical air command 22

In his valedmtory thoughts, Finletter attached priority nnportance to strategic
air and air defense but charged that "the truth of the matter is that . . . both strategic
air and air defense are being treated in the same fashion—namely they are both
being neglected in favor of lower priority forces." While the requirements for air
defense had been extensively studied, no similar attention had been focused on the .
future requirements of the Strategic Air Comumand. "My main point about the
strategic air arm," he said, "is this: itis neglected." Looking to 1955, when the Soviets
would have an absolute air atomic capability, the Strategic Air Command would
need to be widely dispersed at many operational bases and would require a
high-speed refueling capability superior to the conventional KC-97 tankers.
Although the Air Force had awarded a development contract for the
supersonic-dash B-58 Hustler jet bomber in 1952, Finletter felt that the nation was
"failing to move as rapidly as we should into the successors of the B-52." There were
indications that the Russians might be leapfrogging bomber development from
subsonic aiteraft equivalent to B-47s and B-52s to a force composed of bombers
equivalent to B-58s. If this development were true, the Umted States would lose
its quality advantage over the Soviets in bomber aircraft®® In snmmary, Finletter
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recommended that the number one and number two national priorities for defense
funds should be assigned to strategic air and air defense. He proposed that the
third priority should be given to Army, Navy, and Air Force units needed to provide
a force in being in NATO and in the "gray areas," his definition for the Asiatic
perimeter running from Turkey to the Aleutians. Fle recommended that the last
priority should be given to other general purpose forces, which would not be
needed for A-day tasks but would be useful during the course of a general war or
a limited war. 22

Global Air Power and the Korean Armistice

At the start of the Korean conflict in June 1950, General Vandenberg ordered
that the Air Force do its best to meet the requirements of the Far East Air Forces,
but he insisted that the Korean War be viewed as a part of a global problem rather
than as an isolated situation, From the very beginning, the Korean War was fought
under the shadow of the global atomic air capabilities of the Air Force, particularly
those of the Strategic Air Command. In July 1950, before Military Air Transport
Service planes were fully committed to the trans-Pacific airlift, two Strategic Air
Command medium-bomber groups joined another already in England, Easly in
August, an atomic-capable B-29 group went to Guam and another group
augmented by two aerial refueling squadrons deployed to Northeast Air Command
bases in Labrador and Newfoundland, At Vandenberg’s request, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff authorized the temporary movement of four B-29 groups to the Far East
to augment firepower in Korea in July and August 1950. In September and
October, SAC fighter pilots delivered 180 F-84E aircraft to American air units in
Germany. 27

According to General LeMay, the dispatch of the four Strategic Air Command
B-29 groups to participate in the Korean conflict represented a severe reduction
in general war deterrent capabilities LeMay explained Air Force decisions to
invest in modern aircraft rather than supply stocks—particularly aircraft
engines—had made the Strategic Air Command "a one shot outfit, incapable of
sustained operatlons Fo]lowmg the strategic bombing campaign against North
Korea, two of the SAC B-29 groups returned to the United States in October 1950,
but the sudden appearance of Communist MiG-15 jet fighters demanded the
hurried movement of a SAC F-84 jet fighter-escort wing and an Eastern Air
Defense Force F-86 fighter-interceptor wing to Korea in November 1950, Once
again this emergency deployment reduced SAC’s global combat capability and
badly depleted the air defense of the United States. Earlyin December 1950, when
the Chinese Communists were attacking, General MacArthur asked the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to return the two SAC B-29 groups to the Far East. However, the
Joint Chiefs proved unwilling to risk the grou s on forward airfields that might be
exposed to an all-out Communist air attack. ? As the war conditions darkened,
the Strategic Air Command dispatched a fighter-escort group to England in
December. On 15 January 1951 six new B-36s took off from Limestone Air Force
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Base in Maine, bombed targets on a range on Helgoland Island in the North Sea,
and then Janded at a poststrike recovery base in England. 3’

The flexing of these global air capabilities did not escape the notice of the Soviet
Union and the Chinese Communists, After an extended tour in North Korea and
a trip to Mascow, a special aviation inspection group from Red China’s general
staff described the reasons why the Chinese Communist air force was unable to
gain air superiority in the months between March and September 1951, "The US
has repeatedly declared that any attempt by the Red Air Force to bomb the US
troops," stated the inspection group, "would be retaliated with relentless bombing
of the Northeastern Provinces by the USAF. For this reason, the Red Chinese air
force has not dared to make such an attempt in the past and may not make it in the
future. The conservative policy adopted by Red China has apparently ensued from
the high-handed policy of threats of the enemy." In this same report, the inspection
group was openly critical of the Soviet decision to equip the Chinese Communist
air force with MiG-15 defensive fighters. It noted that this action was doubtless the .
result of the mistaken Soviet pohcy of giving first prodnction priorities to fighter
aircraft, "With regard to the air defense of the homeland," the group stated, “the
strategy of usingintercepting fighters hag become a thing of the past. The homeland
cannot be adequately defended without long-range attacking air power.2>! The
Red Chinese assumed that the Soviets outfitted them with MiG-15s out of
necessity, but the decision might well have been based upon Soviet desires to
prevent the expansion of the Korean conflict. Speaking frankly at a later date,
Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav M. Molotovinferred that the Soviet Union had
made determined efforts to prevent the Korean conflagration from spreading.
"When all facts are known," Molotov said, "you will realize that we acted as a
restraining influence.'**

Air Power and Avmistice Negotiations

"The beginning of the Korean truce negotiztions between United Nations and
Communist delegates at Kaesong in July 1951," General Weyland observed,
"ushered in a new phase of the war. . . . Both the enemy and we had abandoned our .
identical political objectives of unifying all of Korea by force, and both had given
up the military objectives of capture and control. The political and military
objectives of each suie became the same — the accomplishment of an armistice on
favorable terms.*? When he assumed command of the Far East Air Forces in
Jure 1951, Weyland noted that his command, employing a "minimum force which,
for the most part, has been equipped and manned below authorized levels" had
already "clearly indicated that air operations have been one of the most decisive
elements in stopping the enemy’s offensives and reducing his capacity to wage
ground warfare." Making another strategic estimate on 12 July, Weyland pointed
out in a message to Vandenberg that the Communists might well take advantage
of the armistice negotiations and attempt to seize control of the air, In this event,
he argued that Vandenberg should provide the Far East Air Forces with "the
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capability to absorb initial Chinese Commumist Air Force attacks and immediately
launch effective counterattacks." "The Korean war," Weyland concluded, "has
demonstrated that air superiority is essential and the key to the success of military
operations regardless of the numerical strengths of opposing surface forces and
that air 23Fower is the most efficient weapon" for destroying opposing ground
forces.

The Air Staff received Weyland’s requirements for additional forces
sympathetically but had to continue to spread limited Air Force capabilities across
a global spectrum. The rapid buildup of Chinese Communist air force strength to
1,050 aircraft including 415 MiG-15s posed an admitted threat to United Nations
air superiority, but this force appeared to be intended for defense rather than for
offense.”> On the other hand, the buildup of NATO forces was going to be in a
crucial stage early in 1952; those forces would be getting large enough to threaten
the Soviet Union without being large enough to defend the NATO allies against a
Soviet attack, The only way the Air Force could provide Weyland with the four
additional fighter wings he required would be to take them from the Air Defense
Command, the Strategic Air Command, or projected deployments to the United
States Air Forces in Europe. Weyland could not be given the additional B-26 light
bombers that he needed to bring his two light bombardment groups to war strength
without robbing the mght tactical reconnaissance wing and the light bombardment
wing that were being readied for deployment to Europe. After studying the
competing requirements, the Air Staff decided that in order to augment NATO,
the Tactical Air Command would have to have the 49th Air Division with its
atomic-capable B-45 light bomber and F-84 fighter-bomber wings in place in Great
Britain by April 1952, On 17 July, Twining informed Weyland that Japan’s air
defense would be augmented by the movement there of one F-84 wing that had
been preparing to go to Europe, This action was all that the Air Force could do to
meet Weyland’s requirements. "The vital object under the present conditions,"
Twining wrote Weyland, "is to maintain air superiority over Korea."?0

Unable to secure the additional air forces that he needed, and faced with the
prospect of continuing to wage an air war during the ground stalemate, Weyland
could see only two potential employments for United Nations air power. It could
either be committed to close support strikes along the front lines where the enemy
had dug in and was relatively invulnerable, or it could be concentrated against
interdiction targets mn the enemy’s rear areas. Weyland favored the latter
employment and obtained agreement from Gen Matthew B. Ridgway, the
commander in chief, United Nations Coramand, who was apprehensive that the
Communists might take advantage of the respite in ground fighting during the truce
negotiations to build up frontline stocks of supplies to be used in launching and
sustaining a renewed ground offensive. Lt Gen James A. Van Fleet agreed to the
interdiction campaign, provided his Eighth Army received 96 close support air
sorties each day. At their headquarters in Korea, the Fifth Air Force and the Eighth
Army collaborated in planning a comprehensive air interdiction campaign against
North Korea’s railways. Now commanded by Lt Gen Frank F. Everest, the Fifth
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Air Force undertook to neutralize the greatest portion of the rail lines supporting
the Communist ground force, He asked that Naval Forces Far East eraploy its
carrier aircraft against sections of Korea’s east coast railways, while the FEAF
Bomber Command maintained a continving interdiction of four key railway
bridges. Begun suddenly on 18 August 1951, the United Nations Command’s
comprehensive railway interdiction campaign evidently took the Reds completely
by surprise and initially was very successful, Fighter-bombers destroyed railway
track much faster than the Reds could repair it, and night-flying B-26 intruders
took a respectable toll of the motor truck comvoys that J'aammed the roads in a
desperate effort to supply frontline Communist divisions.*>’

During the summer of 1951 the Communists had been busily expanding their
Manchurian airfield complex around Antung: the Communist air forces were
apparently galvanized into action by the initial snccess of the United Nations
railway interdiction campaign. Displaying flying skill that left no doubt in
Weyland’s mind that they were Russians, > MiG flight leaders led their formations .
in determined assaults against F-86 Sabre barrier patrols south of the Yal.
Enjoying superior numbers, other MiG formations evaded the Sabres and
penetrated well southward into Korea to pounce on rail-cutting fighter-bombers.
On 15 September, Weyland warned Vandenberg that the Communist air forces
were getting out of control. "If the present trend continues,” he said, "there is a
definite possibility that the enemy will be able to establish bases in Korea and
threaten our supremacy over the front lines." Near the end of September, Fifth Air
Force reconnaissance pilots discovered that the Communists had begun building
three major jet airfields within North Korea. Supported by F-86 barrier patrols and
escorted by F-84s, FEAF Bomber Command B-29s began a series of daylight
strikes against these airfields on 22 October. Until this time the FEAF Bomber
Command had lost only six B-29s in combat over Korea; but in late October, over
the Communist airfields, the Reds destroyed five B-29s and inflicted major damage
on eight others. At 20,000-foot altitudes, the straight-wing F-84 Thunderjets could
not fend off attacking MiGs without losing flight control, and the MiGs appeared
in too great numbers to be handled by the few available Sabres. 23

"Almost overnight," Vandenberg stated after making a fast trip to the Far East, .}
"Communist China has become one of the major air powers of the world." In terms
of the damage that they could do with iron bombs, the old B-29s had taken
prohibitive losses. But the pessimistic predictions that the old B-29s would not be
able to operate any longer did not reckon with the operational versatility of the
FEAF Bomber Command. The command already possessed a small shoran
bombing capability and soon converted all of its aircraft to operate only at night
with this electronics guidance. Safe from Communist interception, the night-flying
B-29s successfully neutralized the Communist airfields during November, Earlier
in the summer, Vandenberg had refused to convert one of the Fifth Air Force’s
fighter-bomber wings to F-86 fighter-interceptors on the grounds that the Air
Defense Command ought not to be weakened and that the Air Force did not have
enough supply support fo maintain two F-86 wings in active combat in Korea. On
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22 October, however, Vandenberg directed the Air Defense Command to send 75
F-86s to Korea; on 1 December the Fifth Air Force’s second F-86 wing went into
action. In mid-December the Communists abruptly abandoned their
air-superiority campaign, The United Nations Command received reports that the
Chinese Reds were moving their experienced air divisions from Antung and
replacing them with new air divisions, The Reds had apparently decided to rotate
new classes of MiG pilots through limited air operations over North Korea to give
them training in active air combat.%*

After two months of success the United Nations Command comprekensive
railway interdiction campaign became less successful. The Reds emplaced a
growing amount of automatic weapons along their rail lines and exacted an
increasing rate of losses and damages on attacking aircraft. Forced to fly at night
and to give their attention to the enemy airfields, the B-29s were unable to keep
their bridge targets interdicted, The conversion of the F-80 fighter-bomber wing
into an F-86 interceptor wing reduced attack capability. On the ground,
Communist rail-repair crews impressed local workers and were soon able to repair
damaged rail track virtually as fast as the fighter-bombers could cut it. On
instructions from Washington, the United Nations truce negotiators agreed to a
proposition whereby the existing battle line would become the line of demarcation
in any armistice agreement signed within thirty days after 27 November. Not
wishing to lose lives taking territory that would be given up, Ridgway directed the
Eighth Army on 15 November to cease local offensives and begin an active defense,
Confident that they had little to fear on the ground, the Reds withdrew troops to
rearward positions where they could be supplied more easily, while along the
inactive ground front they were able to regulate their supply requirements by
varying their e.xptanditurc:s.241

By the end of December 1951 the Fifth Air Force recognized that the
comprehensive railway interdiction program was reaching a point of diminishing
returns. On 5 January 1952 Brig Gen James Ferguson, vice commander of the Fifth
Air Force, requested authority to attack North Korea’s extensive hydroelectric
power generating plants—facilities that bad gone virtually undamaged and which
were providing power to factories in both Manchuria and North Korea. On 4
January, however, Ridgway had informed the Joint Chiefs that he did not want to
discontinue or reduce the air interdiction activity, since in such an event the Reds
would be able to accumulate sufficient frontline supply stocks to launch and sustain
amajor offensive. During this same month Brig Gen Jacob E. Smart came to Tokyo
as deputy for operations of the Far East Air Forces, He soon agreed that air power
ought to be employed in a manner that would maintain effective and positive
pressure upon the Communists to compel them to accept armistice terms. Given
the task of determining how to conduct a campaign of air pressure, Col Richard
L. Randolph and Lt Col Ben I. Mayo proposed that the Far East Air Forces give
first priority to maintaining air supetiority and then use its remaining effort to
accomplish "the maximum amount of selected destruction, thus making the Korean
conflict as costly as possible to the enemy in terms of equipment, supplies, and
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personnel." Weyland liked this concept of waging air pressure throngh selective
destruction. Aslong as United Nations air power had been limited to strikes against
the usual tactical targets in North Korea, the Reds had bee